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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir wrtt Be onserven that the vacation notice provides for two 
sittings by Mr. Justice Grawruam and three sittings by Mr. Justice 
Srretine in the Queen’s Bench Judge’s Chambers. 





Ir sHovLD BE Notice that on and after next sittings petitioners 
coming to any branch of the Chancery Division to establish their 
title to a fund in court will have to state in their petitions, 
within inverted commas, the exact words of the will or other 
instrument under which the money is claimed. This is the result 
of Mr. Justice Kay’s recent mishap in ordering £1,000 to be paid 
out of court to a person having no claim to it. It may be added 
that the original instrument should be in court, as the judges, in 
all probability, will not always be satisfied with the mere state- 
ment in the petition. 





THE LEGAL Pornt of most interest in the Campbell case was the 
attempt to introduce a new principle of the law of evidence in the 
enforcement of the production in court of the notes made by a 
solicitor or his clerk of the statements of witnesses whom it was 
intended to call at the trial. One of these statements was handed 
in by counsel under protest, but all subsequent demands of the 
same kind were refused, and Mr. Justice Burr appears to have been 
clearly of opinion that the production could not be enforced, 
especially since no notice to produce or subpena duces tecum had 
been served. There appears to be no authority directly in point, 
but the general rule of evidence on this subject has been discussed 
in many actions against railway companies, where disco has 
been sought of reports made to the defendants by their medical 
officers and other agents. The decisions are somewhat conflicting, 
but in Fenner v. The South-Eastern Railway Co. (20 W. R. 830, 
7 Q. B. 771), Lord Bracxsvrw observed: ‘‘The principle, I 
| think, to be derived from all the cases is that, where it appears 
that the documents are substantially rough notes for the case, to 
_ be laid before the legal adviser, or to supply the proof to be inserted 
_ tn the brief, the discretion of the court should, as a general rule, 
| be to refuse the inspection.” A stronger authority against the 
admissibility of such documents is to be found in Greenough v. 
Gaskeli (1 M. & K. 103), where Lord Brovenam said: “If, 
touching matters that come within the ordinary scope of profes- 
sional employment, legal advisers receive a communication 
in their professional capacity, either from a client or on 
his account and for his benefit in the: transaction of his 
| business, or which amounts to the same thing, if they commit 
to paper, in the course of their employment on his behalf, 
_ matters which they know only through their professional 
relation to the client, they are not only justified in withholding 
such matters, but bound to withhold them, and will not be com- 
| pelled to disclose the information or produce the in any 
court of law or equity, either as party or as witness." This shews, 
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Two RECENT CASES, ee other in 
House of Lords, have been wholly concerned, so far as the 
go, in correcting a dictum of the late Master of the Rolls in 

mon Vv. Bitton (8 Q. B. D. 176). Heisthere as ha’ 
said that ‘‘the rule on which a new trial should be granted, on the 
ground that the verdict was i as being aguinst the 
weight of evidence, ought not to depend on whether the learned 
judge who tried the action was or not dissatisfied with the verdict, 
or whether he would have come to the same conclusion as the jury, 
but whether the verdict was such as reasonable men ought fo have 
come to.” This criterion manifestly throws upon the Divisional 
Court or the Court of Appeal the duty of re-trying the case, in 
order to determine the right to a new trial. This was never the 
law, and the mistake was corrected in these columns as long ago as 
July 7, 1883, when we called attention to a statement sb Mr. 
Justice Denman that in answer to inquiries by some of the j 

Sir Grorer Jesset had stated that the report of Solomon y. Bitton 
was not correct, and that what was said was that the rule 
depend upon whether the verdict was such as reasonable men might 
have come to. This is precisely the emendation suggested by Lord 
Hatssvey in Metropolitan Railway Oo. v. Wright (34 W. R. 746, 11 
App. Cas. 152), fal vents a new trial, if by any possibili 

able men could have found the verdict in question; but Lord 
the still more recent case of Webster v. Fri (34 W. R.7 
17 Q. B. D. 736), with the judgment of Haxssvry 
has fallen into the strange error of purporting to 
judgment in Solomon v. Bitton by substitu’ “ ought 
‘ought ’—a verbal alteration which inverts, but does n 
tially affect, the issue to be determined. If a new trial i 
granted, according to Lord Esnen’s test, when th i 
‘such as reasonable men ought not to have come to”’ it i 
that the subject of inquiry must be the general 
verdict, not its consistency with the hypothesis of a 
There can be no doubt that the present Master of the Rolls 
precisely the same thing as Lord Hatssvry, and it is to be regretted 
that he did not adopt the same words. As he states in his jodc- 
ment that he has “corrected” the court copy of 8 Q. B. D. by 
inserting the word “not” after the word ‘‘ ought,” the 

judge must have regarded with complacency his improvement on 
the language of his predecessor. 
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A prvistonat court has refused to grant a rule for a 
information against the proprietor of the Zvening News 


publication of an alleged obscene libel, consisting of the 
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decided.” The point cannot be said a3 yet to have been settled 
by authority. The cases of Steele v. Brennan (7 C. P. 261) and 
R. vy. Oarlile (3 B. & A. 167) are really no authorities (though 
they might appear so to be at first sight) for abridging the liberty 
of publication, for in both those cases the matter which formed the 
subject of criminal proceedings had been already held libellous in 

rior criminal proceedings. As was said by Mr. Justice Keatine 
in Steele v. Brennan, ‘the law would be self-contradictory if it 
made the publication of an indecent work an indictable offence, 
and yet sanctioned the re-publication of such a work under cover 
of its being part of the proceedings in a court of justice.” 
But the case is very different where the publication of other pro- 
ceedings is sought to be checked, because portions of such proceed- 
ings happen to be indecent. No doubt there are dicta (see 
especially per Barter, J., in 2. v. Carlile) in favour of repressing 
such publications by criminal proceedings, and the liberty to publish 
reports of trials at all is itself entirely of modern growth (see per 
Cocxsvry, C.J., in Wason v. Walter (4 Q. B., atp. 93). But we think 
the question, when it comes to be raised, will have to be decided 
on the broad ground of the balance of public interest; and we 
trast that it will be decided free from the disturbing influence of 
the just indignation occasioned by the recent outrageous abuse of 
freedom of publication. 


THE QUESTION involves much wider considerations than are 
contemplated by a correspondent whose letter will be found in 
another column. If you once begin to restrict the publicity, 
which is the safeguard of the administration of justice, 
where are you going to stop? There are many people (both 
on aud off the bench) who regard the publication of a full 
report of a trial for a blasphemous libel, or a seditious libel, 
er a libel on the private or public character of the Sovereign, 
as not less objectionable to the public interests than the 
publication of indecent evidence. Are you, therefore, going 
to allow judges to charge juries, and decide points of evi- 
dence in these classes of cases, freed from the responsibility 
attaching to directions and charges given in the full light 
of publicity? The simple fact is (whatever our correspondent 
may think) that there are very few judges who can be trusted to 
administer justice in a Star Chamber. It seemsto be supposed 
that when a judge puts on his ermine he puts off the old man 
with all his deeds. Talk to a judge at his club, or in society, and 
you will soon find out the absurdity of this notion. Or take an 
instance : Suppose the present Lord Chancellor were to proceed by 
criminal information against the Daily News for the article headed 
“The Lord High Jobber,” which appeared on Thursday; and 
= the defendants attemtted to prove the truth of the statements 

e in that article: should any judge try in secret such a case? 
yet publicity would be in the highest degree undesirable. But our 
correspondent thinks that the ‘‘interests of the morals of the 
people far exceed the private interests ” of litigants in the Divorce 
Court. Certainly, but that is not the question: the question is 
whether more injury to the interests of the commonwealth is 
done by the occasional publication of indecent details than would 
be done by the universal distrust in the administration of justice 
which would inevitably follow from an extended system of secret 
trials. And what, we may add, would be the effect on the number 
of divorce cases if they could be snugly pushed through in a 
private room, without that most annoying publicity given by the 


newspapers ? 





We snovtp have thought that the practice with regard to the pay- 
ment of money into court had by this time become settled. To judge, 
however, from a recent decision of a learned judge in chambers, 
this would be appear not to be the case. In the case to which we 
refer the plaintiffs brought an action for rent and dilapidations, 
and the defendants paid a sum of money into court under R. 8. C. 
1883, ord. 22, r. 1, the sum paid in being, in fact, the amount of 
rent claimed by the defendants, although the defendants did not 

ify that the sum paid in was in respect of any particular 
portion of the plaintiffs’ claim. Now, the material part of the 
Fule in question is as follows :—‘‘ Where any action is brought to 
Fecover a debt or damages, any defendant may, before or at the 
time of delivering his defence, or at any later time by leave of the 





court or a judge, gba court a sum of money by way of satis. © 


faction, which taken to admit the claim or cause of action 


in respect of which the payment is made; or he may, with a © 


defence denying liability, . . . pay money into court which 
shall be subject to the provisions of rule 6.” The payment into 
court made by the defendants was a payment in in satisfaction, 
and, as such, operated as an admission of liability. Sub- 
sequently the defendants delivered a defence denying liability, 
and an application on the part of the plaintiffs that the 
defence should be struck out as embarrassing was dismissed, 
the judge being of opinion that the plaintiffs had been in no way 
injured by the procedure adopted by the defendants. This may be 
so. Still whether the judge was right or wrong in the interpreta- 
tion he placed upon the rules of order 22—and with all deference we 
are disposed to think that he was wrong—as a matter of conveni- 
ence it is certainly desirable that it should be made clear at as early 
a stage as possible in the proceedings whether money paid into 
court by a defendant is intended to be paid in as an acknowledg- 
ment of liability or with a defence denying liability. If the 
defendants had desired to pay money into court, and at the same 
time deny their liability in respect of the whole cause of action, 
they ought to have waited till they delivered their defence, when 
the position of the parties would have been regulated by rule 6 of 
order 22. If they desired to pay money into court in respect of 
a portion of the plaintiffs’ claim and defend as to the residue, 
they could, of course, have done so. What they actually did was 
to admit their liability on the whole cause of action by paying into 
court generally, and then deny all liability in their defence 
delivered some time afterwards. Taking rule 1 of order 22 in 
conjunction with rule 5 (a.) of the same order, it certainly seems 
to follow that, if a defendant desires to pay money into court and 
at the same time deny his liability, he must deliver his defence at 
the time he pays the money into court. It is not reasonable that 
a plaintiff should be first led to believe that money paid into court 
is intended to operate as an admission of liability, and be after- 
wazds informed by a defence—delivered, perhaps, a month later— 
that the defendant had no such intention. 





Tue atrempr made on Tuesday to appeal against the order in 
Mr. Driton’s case on the ground of want of jurisdiction was, of 
course, unsuccessful. The question was fully discussed in Seymour 
v. Davitt (12 L. R. Ir. 46), upon which we commented at the time 
(26 Soxicrrors’ Jovgnat, 80). The power of ordinary justices to re- 
quire sureties for good behaviour from persons inciting to non-pay- 
ment of rent had been settled shortly before by Reynolds v. Justices 
of County Cork (10 L. R. Ir. 1) and Feehan v. Justices of Queen's 
County (Ibid. 294). In the latter case Frrzcrnratp, J., carefully 
considered the origin and extent of the jurisdiction of a justice of 
the peace, and adopted the judgments of Axnzorz, C.J., in Willes v. 
Bridger (2 B. & Ald. 278), and of Lord Campnett, C.J., in Haylook 
v. Sparke (1 El. & Bl. 471). ‘ Without citing further authority,”’ 
he said, ‘‘ we may assume that where it shall be made reasonably 
to appear to a justice of the peace that a person has incited others 
by act or language to a violation of the law and of right, and that 
there is reasonable ground to believe that the delinquent is likely 
to persevere in that course, such justice has authority by law, in 
the execution of preventive justice, to provide for the public 
security by requiring the individual to give sureties for good be- 
haviour, and in default commit him to prison.” This jurisdiction 
is supposed to have its origin in 34 Edw. 3, c. 1, which enacted: 
“ That in every county should be assigned for the keeping of the 
peace one lord, and with him three or four of the most worthy of the 
county, with some learned in the law, and they shall have power 
. « + to take of all them that be not of good fame where they 
shall be found sufficient surety and mainprise of their good be- 
haviour towards the king and his people.” It is to be noticed 
that under this statute persons may be bound over to be of good 
behaviour where no actual breach of the peace is to be appre- 
hended from their conduct, as where it is simply contra Ce 
mores (Hawkins P. C., bk. 1, c. 28, 8. 2). The question, there- 
fore, in Seymour v. Davitt was how far a similar jurisdiction was 
vested in the Queen’s Bench. That it had a common law juris- 
diction in sureties for the peace was not denied; the contention 
was that this did not extend to sureties for good behaviour, and that 
no such jurisdiction had been conferred by statute. But the 
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answer was twofold. No such distinction existed at common law, 
and the jurisdiction in question was expressly recognized by 
statute. It was true that all the reported cases were cases of articles 
of peace preferred by one subject against another; but Chief Justice 
May quoted from Pulton, a contemporary of Lambard, the following 

ge, cited in Burns’s Justice of the Peace, vol. v., p. 758: 
“The surety for good abearing is ordained for the preservation of 
the peace, and doth differ in nothing from that of the peace but 
that there is more difficulty in the performance of it, and the party 
bound may more easily slide into the peril and danger of it. The 
surety for the good abearing is most commonly granted in open 
sessions, or by two or three justices; or upon a supplicavit, and 
greet cause shewn and proved, it is granted in th Rhieeoe or 
Queen’s Bench.”” And, moreover, it is expressly recogmized by 
statute that the power in question belongs to the Queen’s Bench, 
inasmuch as its exercise is regulated by 10 & 11 Car. 1, ¢. 10, an 
Irish statute, corresponding to 31 Jac. 1, ¢. 8, in England. It 
appears to have been the custom to bring persons who were to be 
bound over to keep the peace or to be of good behaviour from the 
country up to Dublin in order, by proceeding before a judge in 
chambers, to avoid the publicity of an examination before a local 
justice. Hence it was enacted that any such proceedings must 
take place in open court. Thus it is clear that both process of the 
peace and process of good behaviour had frequently issued out of 
the superior courts, and the statute in regulating the practice for the 
future clearly assumed that the jurisdiction existed. It is, indeed, 
inherent in the court as supreme conservator of the peace in every 
county in Ireland. As Mr. Justice Jonson said, it has been inherent 
in the court from the time when it followed the king about the 
country to help in preserving the public peace. If more than this 
is wanted, the same construction which extends the Statute of 
Edw. 3 to justices extends it to the court also (May, C.J., in 
Seymour v. Davitt, at p. 52), and the Statute of Car. 1, in 
regulating the jurisdiction, expressly recognizes it. In Mr. 
Drito0n’s case the incitement was not to withhold rent entirely, 
but as was said by Mr. Justice O’Brren, the rent was to be 
withheld until reductions were made, and the contract was equally 
broken. It is thus within the dictum of Mr. Justice Frrzcrrap 
quoted above. 








THE NEW SUPREME COURT RULES. 


We are enabled to publish elsewhere four new Rules of the 
Supreme Court of considerable importance which come into 
operation on the ist of January next. Three of them are 
supplementary to the rules of October, 1884, which provided for 
the carrying out of the system of trials of chancery causes on 
circuit. The first of the new rules is an addition to ord. 5, r. 9, 
and provides that, subject to the other provisions of rule 9, every 
cause or matter in the Chancery Division commenced in the District 
Registry of Liverpool or Manchester shall be marked with the 
name of such judge of the Chancery Division as the Lord Chancellor 
may direct. 

The second new rule will come in as rule 6a of order 35. 
This rule empowers the district registrar, when a cause or 
matter, commenced in the Chancery Division, is proceeding in the 
District Registry of Manchester or Liverpool, to act throughout all 
the proceedings as a chief clerk of the judge of the Chancery 
Division to whom the cause or matter is assigned, and as registrar 
and taxing master according to directions to be given by the 
judge. The rule further provides, however, that no order for the 
payment of money out of court for an amount exceeding £50 may 
be made except by the judge in person, and no district registrar 
who is a practising solicitor may tax the costs. 

The effect of these rules will be that the work of trying Liverpool 
and Manchester chancery actions will be assigned to one particular 
judge, and it will be the duty of the judge, to whom these actions 
are assigned, to go down to Manchester or Liverpool and hold 
special sittings for the trial of these actions. It will be 
remembered that the rule of August, 1886, which was substituted 
for the rule 22a of the rules of October, 1884, provides that if on 
Jane 1 and December 1 in any year it appears that ten or more 
shancery witness causes proceeding in ‘the district registries of 
Liverpool and Manchester, or either of them, have been set 
down for trial in these istri i 


‘brethren. 


places respectively. In all y + Mr. Justice 
as being the junior judge of 
judge to whom this duty, under the new ras Pty assigned, 
though this, of course, is a question which wi 
sidered hereafter. The effect of the new provisions will be 
to Lancashire suitors the advantage of either having 
causes tried in the Palatine Court, or of having them carried 
through in the district registry without any necessity for 
employment of London agents. The chief yore! to the 
arrangement ir, of course, obvious—viz., that 
judge to whom the Lancashire chancery causes are 
two hundred miles from the judge. This will, pro 
the effect of causing the Li and Manchester shee 
trars to exercise their powers more independently than is in 
the case of the chief clerks and taxing masters in London. At 
present, too, we presume it would be admitted that the Lancashire 
officers have not the advantage of the cee of their London 
There may be some slight difficulties in the working 
of the rule at first, but no doubt these difficulties will soon 
disappear. 

The third of the new rules is introduced in the form of a proviso 
to ord. 35, r. 12; the rule providing that every reference to a 
judge by, or appeal to a judge from, a district registrar in a cause 
or matter in the Chancery Division shall be to the judge to whom 
the cause or matter is assigned. The proviso is to the effect that 
in any cause or matter proceeding in the District Registry of Man- 
chester or Liverpool, the reference or appeal pr tes to any judge 
for the time being sitting either at Liverpool or Manchester. This 
will involve some addition to the work of the judges of assize when 
sitting at Liverpool or Manchester. It is not likely, however, that 
these applications will be very numerous. Should they become so 
they might seriously delay the assize business. 

The last of the new rules relatés to an entirely different matter. 
It is an addition to rule 27 of order 65, and deals with the vexed 
question of refreshers in a manner that will be satisfactory to the 
profession generally. The new rule empowers the taxing officer, 
in the taxation of costs between solicitor and client, to allow 
fees than those specified in ord. 65, r. 27 (48), under 
circumstances to be stated by him. This extension of the dis- 
cretionary powers of the taxing officer is evidently the outeome of 
the case of Re Harrison in the Court of Appeal (34 W. R. 645, 33 
Ch. D. 52), and closes the discussion which several times 
occurred in our columns. The words of the new rule authorizing 
the taxing master to allow larger refresher fees than those pre- 
scribed, under special circumstances to be stated by him, appear to 
give the taxing master, in the case of taxation between solicitor 
and client, an absolute discretion in the matter of refresher fees. 
The change thus introduced is, we believe, in accordance with the 
suggestion of the Bar Committee and the Incorporated Law Society, 
as contained in the joint memorial ot } csgsve them upon 
this subject. Doubtless these bodies be pratited to learn 
that their representations have been so promptly attended to. 
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ON THE POWER OF gis 7 MORTGAGE BILLS OF 
ALE. 


Tne case of Re Morritt, Ex parte the Official Receiver, on 
from Ex parte Bentley, Re Morritt (84 W. R. 579), was 
by the full Court of Appeal, consisting of the Master of the 
Cotton, Lindley, Bowen, Frys and Lopes, LJJ. Ha 

to the great importance of decision, we shall _to 
cuss it, although we intend to the remaining articles on 
Mortgage Bills of Sale till the Christmas - 
question to be decided was whether the insertion of a proviso ima 
bill of sale ‘‘that the power of sale conferred by the Con 

Act, 1881, shall be exercised of 

been enacted,” rendered the bill of sale invalid. The case is 
curious, owing to the great diversity of opini the 
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reasons advanced for this opinion by Cotton, Lindley, and Bowen, 
LJJ., differed from those advanced by the Master of the Rolls 
and Lopes, L.J.; while Fry, L.J., was alone in his opinion that 
the provisions of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, applied to a bill 
of sale, and that the insertion of the proviso rendered the bill of 
sale void. Before we discuss the grounds for the opinions held 
y the judges, it will be convenient to state the law as to the sale 
of chattels pledged or mortgaged without reference to any statute. 

The law appears to be correctly laid down in Fisher on 
Mortgages, Chap. V., part 6, in the words following :—‘‘ A power 
of sale incident to his security . . . is vested in a mortgagee 
or pledgee of a personal chattel or of stock or policy of assurance 
or other chose in action, who, by virtue of the implied contract 
that the pledge shall be effectual to discharge the debt, is entitled, 
without any express power, to sell the subject of the security ex 
mero motu upon non-payment of the debt, when a day has been 
fixed for payment, but only after a proper demand and notice 
where no day has been fixed. . But the security cannot 
be sold until the debt becomes payable.” 

The principal authorities for the rule above laid down are the 
following :— 

As to personal chattels: Franklin v. Neate (13 Mee. & Wel. 
6 Martin v. Reid (11 C. B. N. 8. 780); Pigot v. Cubley (15 
C. B. N. 8. 701). 

As to stocks and choses inaction: A dictum of Lord Hardwicke, C., 
in Kemp v. Westbrook (1 Ves. sen. 278); Harrison v. Franks (2 

- Cas. Abr. 725); Lockwood v. Ewer (9 Mod. 275 ; same case, 2 
Atk. 303) ; Wilson v. Tooker (5 Bro. P. C. Ed. Toml. 193; on app. 
from same case, sub. nom., Tucker v. Wilson, 1 P. Wms. 261); a 
dictum of Wigram, V.C., that the rule applies to a policy of assur- 
ance, in Dyson v. Morris (1 Hare, at p. 422); Carter v. Ware (4 
Ch. D. 605); France vy. Clark (22 Ch. D. 830). 

In the principal case Cotton, Lindley, and Bowen, L.JJ., were 
of opinion (1) that the power of sale conferred by the Conveyancing 
Act, 1881, on mortgagees cannot be given to a mortgagee where 
the nature of the security or the provisions of the instrument shew 
that the power of sale given by the Act is unnecessary ; (2) that 
mortgages of personal chattels, where the possession is retained by 
the mortgagor, may provide that, in default of payment, the mort- 
gagee may take possession of that which is, until default, withheld 
from him ; (3) that where there is no express power of sale given 
by the mortgage deed, a mortgagee of personal chattels who has taken 
possession may, after default in payment, and after he has given a 
reasonable time for payment to the mortgagor, sell the property (at 
common law we presume) ; (4) that the Bills of Sale Act of 1882 
enabled provisions to be inserted in a bill of sale giving or regulat- 
ing a power to enter and seize the chattels comprised therein; (5) 
that the combined effect of sections 7 and 13 of the Act of 1882 
fixes five days after possession taken as the ‘‘ reasonable time” for 
payment; (6) that it follows that a power of sale arises on posses- 
sion being taken of the goods quite independently of the Act of 
1881—i.¢., at a time prior to that on which sale could 
be made under the power conferred by the Act of 
1881 (1882 in the report in the Times newspaper, but this is 
obviously a printer’s error); (7) that it would, therefore, be un- 
reasonable to give the mortgagees a power of sale ‘as if it had 
been in terms conferred by the mortgage deed” (see the Act of 
1881, s. 19); (8) that the proviso relating to the power of sale, 
erroneously supposed to be incorporated in the bill of sale, does 
not invalida te the security. 

Fry, L.J., was of opinion (1) that there was not in the case of the 
mortgage of chattels a power of sale given by law prior to the Convey- 
aucing Act of 1881; (2) that ‘‘mortgage ” in that Act included a 
bill of sale of personal chattels ; (3) that ifa bill of sale had been made 
after the Act of 1881, and before the Act of 1882 had come into 

ion, containing no express power of sale, the mortgagees 
would have had the power conferred by the Act of 1881, subject 
to the restrictions imposed by section 20; (4) if, independently of 
the Conveyancing Act, a mortgagee of chattels had an implied 
power of sale, such power would be excluded by the express power 
conferred by the Conveyancing Act of 1881; (5) That there was 
nothing in the statutory form of the bill of sale to exclude the 
operation of the Act of 1881; (6) that sections 7 and 13 of the 
Act of 1882 were negative clauses, not conferring, but imposing 
fetters on, power of sale; (7) that the statutory bills of sale 


incorporated the power of sale conferred on mortgagees by the 


to do away with these restrictions. 


ferred by the Conveyancing Act, 1881; (2) that the provisions of 
the Bills of Sale Act clearly shewed that a bill of sale under the 
Act of 1882 was to be complete in itself, and was not to require 
reliance on any other Act of Parliament; (3) that the power of 
sale conferred by the Act of 1881 was repugnant to the provisions 


(4) that the mortgagee had a power of sale conferred by the 7th 
and 13th sections of the Act of 1882; (5) that, if no power of sale 
is given by the Act, he may seize the goods, and, as assignee, sell, 
subject to any right to the grantee to redeem, which right must be 
exercised within five days after seizure to prevent a sale. 

The results of the decisions are the following :— 

(1) The Master of the Rolls, Cotton, Lindley, Bowen, and Lopes, 
L.JJ., held (dissentiente, Fry, L.J.) that the power of sale con. 
ferred by the Conveyancing Act, 1881, was repugnant to the Act of 
1882, and, therefore, could not apply to mortgage bills of sale under 
that Act. 

(2) That the mortgagee under a bill of sale under the Act of 
1882 can sell * 

(a.) under his common law rights after seizure and waiting a 
reasonable time [five days, as mentioned in the Act] (per 
Cotton, Lindley, and Bowen, L.JJ.) ; 

(6) under a power of sale conferred by the Act of 1882 
(per the Master of the Rolls and Lopes, L.J.) ; ; 
(c.) under the power of sale conferred by the Conveyancing 

Act, 1881 (per Fry, L.J.). bn ibd 

There remains a question of very great practical importance— 
namely, Will the decision in Re Morritt render it necessary to 
make any change in the forms of mortgages of stocks and of 
choses in action, such as policies, which, it must be remembered, do 
not fall within the provisions of the Bills of Sale Acts ? 

There are two cases that must be distinguished :— 

First, where the conveyance to the mortgagee is made in some 
statutory manner operating at law and not containing the pro- 
visions as to redemption. In this case the mortgagee appears to 
have obtained possession of the property, and can therefore sell 
under his common law rights in default of payment on the ap- 
pointed day. It appears very doubtful whether in this case any 
deed of defeasance would be a “‘ mortgage” within the meaning of 
the Conveyancing Act, 1881, and, therefore, whether any power of 
sale could be implied by such a deed. It appears to follow from 
paragraphs (1) and (6) of the judgment of Cotton, Lindley, and 
Bowen, L.JJ., that, even if the deed of defeasance was a mortgage 
within the meaning of the Act, the statutory power could not be 
implied as it might possibly not come into operation till after the 
common law power had arisen ; but the opinions of the Master of 
the Rolls and Fry and Lopes, L.JJ., who agree with each other on 
this point, differ from those of Cotton, Lindley, and Bowen, L.JJ. 

Secondly, where the conveyance to the mortgagee is made by 
deed operating in equity only, and containing the provisions as to 
redemption. There is considerable difficulty in seeing what, in a 
case of this nature, is equivalent to taking possession of personal 
chattels: it may be argued that nothing but actual reduction into 
possession—t.e, having the moneys secured by the chose in action 
paid off—is sufficient ; but this view is probably incorrect, and it is 
apprehended that giving notice to the persons whose duty it is to 
pay the money secured by the chose in action, even if it be payable 
only at a future time, will be sufficient. If this view is correct, 
the mortgagee can, after default in payment on the appointed dey, 
sell the equitable interest vested in him, exercising an equitable 
power implied from the nature of the transaction similar to the 
common-law power attached to mortgages of personal chattels; 
and the reasoning of Cotton, Lindley, and Bowen, L.JJ., would 
shew that, as in the case of deeds of defeasance of legal convey- 
ances of choses in action, the power of sale implied by the Con- 
veyancing Act, 1881, could not arise—a conclusion so contrary to 
the practice of conveyancers that it is hardly conceivable that it is 
correct. 

- It should also be remarked that the first paragraph of the judg- 





ment of Cotton, Lindley, and Bowen, L.JJ., is open to the obser- 


Conveyancing Act, 1881, subject to the express restriction imposed 4 
by section 20, and that the bill of sale was void as attemptin® ‘ 


The Master of the Rolls and Lopes, L.J., were of opinion (1) that | 
before the Act of 1882 came into operation the mortgagee under a = 
bill of sale would have been clothed with the power of sale con. — 











of the Act of 1882, and, therefore, could not apply to bill of sale; 
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vation that where the power of sale given by the Conveyancing 
Act, 1881, is expressly incorporated in the mortgage deed, the 
express power thereby given ought to supersede the implied power 
arising from the nature of the transaction, according to the maxim, 
“ Expressum facit cessare tacitum.” 

The result appears to be that, whether the instrument is a 
defeasance of a legal conveyance of a chose in action transferred at 
law, or a mortgage, effected by deed, of a chose in action transfer- 
able in equity only, there can be no objection to inserting an 
express power of sale, which, of vourse, can be effected by ex- 
pressly incorporating the power of sale conferred by the Convey- 
ancing Act, 1881; and perhaps it will be the safer course to do 
so until a decision on the point has been given. 








REVIEWS. 
THE ANNUAL PRACTICE. 


THE ANNUAL PRACTICE, 1886—7, BEING A COLLECTION OF THE 
STATUTES, ORDERS, AND RULES RELATING TO THE GENERAL 
PRACTICE, PROCEDURE, AND JURISDICTION OF THE CHANCERY AND 
QUEEN’s BENcH DIvVIsIons oF THE HicH CouRT oF JUSTICE, AND 
oN APPEAL THEREFROM TO THE CoURT OF APPEAL AND HOUSE OF 
Lorps. By THomas SNow and HuserT WINSTANLEY, Barristers- 
at-Law. William Maxwell & Son; H. Sweet & Sons. 


After our notices of this book in previous years it is probably only 
necessary to announce the appearance of the new issue; but we 
should be sorry to do so without a word of commendation of the care 
and accuracy bestowed upon the last issue, to which, from constant 
use, we can testify. Such testimony, however, is probably little 
needed, as the array of white backed books on the bar seats and 
bench on certain days in the Chancery Division is sufficient evidence 
of the general xppreciation of the work. We regret to observe the retire- 
ment from the editorship of Mr. Joseph Walton; but, so far as our 
observations of the new issue have gone, we see no reason to with- 
draw or modify with regard to it the praise we have bestowed on 

revious issues. The Supreme Court Rules of December, 1885, and 
July, 1886, and the Funds Rules, 1886, are inserted in their proper 

laces, and the diligence with which the decisions of the year have 
_— collected is shewn by the fact that upwards of 300 cases are 
added in the present issue. The index has been greatly enlarged, 
although we have never found any difficulty in reference from the 
previous indices, The only point on which we have discovered a Jack 
of information in the book is as to the Order in Council of the 16th of 
December, 1880, which, we think ought to be printed in full. This, 
however, is matter mainly of historical interest. 





BANKRUPTCY. 


THE J.AW AND PRACTICE IN BANKRUPTCY, COMPRISING THE BANK- 
RuPTOY Act, 1883 ; THE BANKRUPTCY RULEs, 1886 ; THE DEBTORS 
Acts, 1869, 1878; AND THE Bris oF Save Acts, 1878 and 1882, 
FourTH EpiITion. By ROWLAND VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, WALTER 
VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, and Epwarp WILLIAM HANSELL, Barristers- 
at-Law. Stevens & Sons; H. Sweet & Sons. 


With commendable promptitude the authors of this treatise have 
seized the opportunity afforded by a new code of rules to bring out a 
fourth edition of their work. In order to accommodate the numerous 
cases decided since the passing of the Act, they have a their 
page from demy to royal octavo; and, by a curious coincidence this 
change has exactly answered the purpose, the number of pages in 
the two editions being precisely the same. 

In our notice of the previous edition, while doing justice to the 
clearness of the style of the book and the conciseness with which 
the results of the cases were stated, we felt constrained to com- 
ment somewhat unfavourably on the tendency to retain un- 
necessary disquisitions on the old law. This, we regret to say, 
has not been wholly amended on the present occasion, and the fault 
is not one which becomes more venial with passing years. Thus 
we are still supplied, in the note to section 28, with some remarks on 
the law and practice under the Insolvency Acts ; and, under section 47, 
the law relating to voluntary settlements, as laid down by the Act of 
1849, stillfinds a place. Attention is drawn to an interesting point 
with reference to compositions before bankruptcy in the following 
passage extracted from the note to section 18: —‘‘ There is no ex 
provision in the Act as to what are to be the powers of the debtor 
over his estate after a composition resolution has been approved. 
That he must have power to deal with his estate by realizing it in 
ordinary course of business, for the purpose of enabling himself to 


pay the composition, would seem to be a necessary practical implica- | 





tion. To what extent, it at all, he may sling give security 
new creditors, 

composition, Beng doubtful ‘The case 

Simons (16 Ch. D. 505), would still seem to 
point.” Sufficient t is not given in 
that, in cases of composition under section 
De Binnec sitet ty he Sakae es ieee preceded by 

imons, ci was 
liquidation under the Act of 1869, and the reference seems, 


to be ina iate. The subject was incidentally considered in Ex 
parte Clare (02 WR. 175, 182 BD. 420), whore Beggally, J. 
e the opini ™ Sah hocaqnoel oe. ene the court 
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think, be reasonably contended that a debtor under 
section 18 hese netl of , and is to acquire and dis- 
pose of property from the time when the composition or scheme of 


Whinney, where the House of Lords reversed the decision of the Court 
of Appeal, was reported in the WEEKLY REPORTER s0 ago as 
last Ty (eve 34 WR. 705), yet there is no reference to any report, 
except that contained in Weekly Notes. should 
certainly expected to find, at p. 158, the cases of Phelps, Stokes, & Co. v. 
Comber (33 W. R. 829, 20 Oh, D. 813), and Brown, Shipley, & Co. v. 
Kough (34 W. R. 2, 29 Ch, D. 848), or, at all events, the case of 
Frith v. Forbes, there cited, might have been withdrawn as practically 
overruled by the recent cases to which we have referred. 

On the index we can bestow the praise, for we have tested 
it by many references, and never found it wanting. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 


PAYMENT INTO COURT BY DEFENDANT BEFORE DELIVERY 
OF DEFENCE. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—You are aware that R. 8. C. 1883, ord. 22, r. i, pooviden sams 

different ways in which money may be paid into court by a defend- 
ant :—- 

a) Payment before or at the time of deli defence (or, by 

(°) Aedve, later), which payment “aball be taken to admit the 

claim or cause of action in respect of which the payment is 


made, 
b) “ Pa t with a defence denying liability. 

Gath * et ws from this rule, as read 
with rule 5 (a), that a defendant desiring to pay into court and deny 
wou ee cane pag ene ee lease, we recen' 

On the expiration of a -nine 
brought an soit on behalf of the freeholder peat the last 
assignee of the lease for rent and the defendant, 
after service of writ, paid a siaall eum court, thus bringing him- 
self under the first branch of the rule. 

The sum paid into court was the amount claimed for rent, but the 
defendant didnot specity a part of the cause of action 
in respect of which the payment was made, and we presume, there- 
fore, that the payment must be taken to have been made in respeot 
of the whole cause of action. 


& 


Nearly a month afterwards the defendant put in a defence, deny- 
ing liability—i.e., denying (among other ) that the term of 
years had vested in him, and denying plaintiff's title as 


assi, of the lessor. 

We, therefore, took out a summons to shew cause why the defence 
should not be struck out or amended, as being to the rule 
referred to and peers It appeared to us a defendant 
having, by a proceeding in the action, admitted the cause of action, 
could Got be allowed aitersmasds $0 oN eng rah sear ves. 

Mr. Justice Field, affirming the of Master , dis 
missed the summons, with costs to the defendant in any event. We 
have been informed that Baron Pollock has given a similar decisicn 
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may be useful to call attention to the matter, and we should be glad 
to know the views of yourself and your readers upon the subject. 
London, Dee, 20. Ww. &W 


[See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.” —Ep. 8.J.] 





REPORTS OF DIVORCE CASES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.]} 


Sir,—Referring to the observations upon the law as to the exclusion 
of the public from the hearing of cases in the Divorce Court in your 
last number (the correctness of which cannot probably be gainsaid), 
\ for one must beg leave to take exception to the principle enunciated 
in the concluding paragraph—viz., ‘‘That the exclusion of the 

blic is @ greater evil than the possible contamination of some by 
Ceosenin g acquainted with offensive details.” That the hearing of 
such cases in public, and the publication of the details in newspapers, 
is injurious to public morality cannot admit of doubt, and I venture 
to submit that the interests of the morals of the people far exceed the 
private interests of the persons who figure in the proceedings in that 
court—or any possible good to the public by their publication— 
besides which, our judges, in the present day, may well be trusted 
to administer justice impartially, even with closed doors, in cases 
manifestly unfit to be heard in public. The state of public opinion 
on the subject calls, I believe, for some modification of the present 
state of the law, and I hope to see the day when such cases as that 
now before us will not be allowed to contaminate the public mind, 
and, at most, that a bare statement of the facts with the judgment 
will be allowed to be published. It is the details which do the harm, 
and these, I think, ought to be put a stop to—the sooner the better. 

8. A. Ram. 





SUMMONS FOR APPORTIONED AMOUNT OF WORKS 
UNDER PUBLIC HEALTH ACT. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.| 


Sir,—Referring to your recent report of Corporation of Manchester 
v. Hampson (ante, p. 127), may I be allowed to point out that, as a 
matter of fact, Huddleston, B., is clearly wrong in saying, that “‘ if the 
magistrates had decided on the ground that the street was a highway 
repairable by the inhabitants at large, Reg. v. Hutchins (27 W. R. 
724, 6 Q. B. D. 300) shewed that they had gone beyond their juris- 
diction.” That case clearly implies, as will be seen from a perusal of 
it, that the magistrates have a right to decide on that ground, 
though they have no right to make ar actual finding in words that 


the street was a highway repairable, &c., but only a right to dismiss | 


the summons on that or some other good ground, And Eccles v. The 
Wirral, &c., Authority (34 W. R. 412,17 Q. B. D. 107), following 
Hesketh v. Atherton Local Board (22 W. R. 58), is a direct decision of 
@ divisional court that the magistrates have a right to decide on this 


und. A. H. 
© Dee. 21. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT, 
DECEMBER, 1886, 
Note.—The following Rules may be cited as the ‘“‘ Rules of the 
Supreme Court,” December, 1886, and each rule may be cited 
tely according to the heading thereof with reference to the 


es of the Supreme Court, 1883. They shall come into operation 
on the Ist of January, 1887. 


ORDER V. RULE 9. 

1. Order V., Rule 9, shall be read as if the following words were 
added thereto :— 

Subject as aforesaid, every cause or matter in the said division 
herea commenced in the District Registry of Liverpool or the 
District Registry of Manchester shall be marked with the name of 
such judge of the Chancery Division as the Lord Chancellor may by 
order from time to time direct. 


ORDER XXXV. RULE 6a. 

2, Where a cause or matter hereafter commenced in the Chancery 
Division is proceeding in the District Registry of Liverpool or in the 
District Registry of Manchester, the district registrar shall act in 

thereof, and throughout all the proceedings therein, as a 
chief clerk of the judge of the Chancery Division to whom the cause 
or matter is assigned, and as registrar and taxing master according 
to directions to be given from time to time by such judge: Pro- 
vided that no order for the payment of money out of court for an 
amount exceeding £50 be made in any such cause or matter, 
except by the judge in person: and provided also that no district 








registrar who isa practising solicitor shall tax the costs in any such 4 


cause or matter. 
OrDER XXXYV. RULE 12. 


3. Order XXXV., Rule 12 shall be read as if the following words ~ 


were added thereto :— 


Provided that in any cause or matter proceeding in the District © 


Registry of Liverpool cr the District oe 0 chester such 
reference or ap may be to any judge for the time being sitting 
either at Liverpool or Manchester. 


OrvER LXV. RULE 27. 


4. Order LXV., Rule 27, Regulation (48), shall be read as if the § 


following words were added thereto :— 


Provided that in the taxation of costs-between solicitor and client q 
the taxing officer shall be at liberty to allow larger fees, under . 


special circumstances to be stated by him. 
(Signed) Hatssury, C. 
CoLERIDGE, C.J. 
Esuer, M.R. 
JAMES HANNEN, Prest. P.D, and A, 
Natu. Lroyprey, L.J. 
Epw. Fry, L.J. 
C. E. Pottocor, B. 
H. Manisty, J. 
17th December, 1886. 





PAY OFFICE, SUPREME COURT. 
Norrce or Orrick RecvuiaTions FOR THE INroRMATIOM OF APPLICANTS. 


[N.B.—The following Regulations will be subject to variation in 
exceptional cases. ] 
Lopements 1x Court :— 

For cash, the directions for lodgment will be ready not later than the 
afternoon of the day following the receipt of the schedule or re- 
quest. 

For securities, the directions for lodgment wil! be ready the second day 
following the receipt of the schedule or request. 

[Note.—Lodgment directions may be applied for and sent by post.] 


Investments IN Securities :— 

Government securities 
suitor’s account four days after the money is available. 

Instructions for the purchase of other securities will be given to the broker 
on the day following that on which the money is available; and the 
securities will ordinarily be placed to the credit of the suitor’s account 
in about four days afterwards; subject to any unavoidable delay in 
completing the deeds or in obtaining the particular security. 

[Note.—This will not apply to investments of accumulated dividends. ] 


Sates or Szecurirres :— 

The proceeds of Government securities will be placed to the credit of the 
er? account four days after the receipt of the request for the 
sale. 

Instructions for the sale of other securities will be given to the broker 
on the day following the receipt of the request ; and the proceeds will 
ordinarily be placed to the credit of the suitor’s account in about four 
days afterwards; subject to any unavoidable delay in comp)éting the 
deeds or in effecting the sale. 

[Note.—Requests for sales may be sent by post] 


Transrers or Securities ovr or Court:— 

Transfers of Government securities will, in ordinary course, be com- 
pleted at the Bank of England in four clear days after the application 
has been left at the pay-office. 

Directions for the tranefer of other securities will be ready on the second 
day following the delivery in the pay-office of the completed deed. 


Dzitvery or Bonps, Boxzs, &c.:— 
Directions will be ready on the second day after the receipt of the ap- 
plication (or of the schedule). 


De.tvery or CHEQuEs: 

Cheques for principal moneys will, as a rule, be ready within a week of - 
the receipt of the schedule or other authority, or of the completion of 
necessary previous transactions or conditions, if any. 

Cheques for dividends on Government securities will be ready on the 
usual days for payment of dividends on the Bank of England (subject 
to possible delay on the occasion of first oo. 

Cheques for dividends on other securities wiil be ready within a week 
after the dividends have been placed to the pay-office account at the 
Bank of England. 

The hours of delivery, are as under :— 

—. in the long vacation :—Daily (Saturdays excepted), 10.30 a.m. 
to 3.30 p.m. Saturdays, 10.30 a.m. to2 p.m. 

In the long vacation :—Daily (Saturdays excepted), 11 a.m. to 3 p.m. 
Saturdays, 11 a.m. to 2 p.m. 


Remirrances ny Post :— 
Cheques yt | post (under rule 48 of the Supreme Court Funds Rules, 
1886) will ordinarily be posted on the day on which the written request 
(or evidence of life, &c., in the case of periodical payments), is received 
” the pay-office; provided the application is correct and complete in 
orm. . 
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Powzrs or Atrornzy :— 

Will be ready for delivery on the third following that on which they 
are bespoken. They may be a London solicitor, or a Lon- 
don banker, or by the grantor (if duly identified). 

All powers for receipt of funds must be prepared in the pay-office and 
on the prescribed form. No general powers can be accepted for this 


urpose, 
OsrtiFicatTes oF Funps ;— 

Will be ready on the second day after they have been bespoken; but 
merely re- certificates (when back-dated not less than one day) 
will be ready the day after they have been left. 

Necartve Ogeririoares: 

Will be ready on the second day after that on which they are be- 

spoken, but will always be back-dated four days, 
“TRANSCRIPTS = Accounts i, be 

Transcripts of accounts will, in ordinary cases, be completed within one 
week u the day on which they have sone. soared for ; but this period 
will be liable to extension when the tr pt to be completed covers. 
a period of more than two years. 

ts required for the use of chief elerks and other officers of the 
court will have precedence. ‘ 

When so requested, the prices at which securities have been purchased 
or realized will be inserted in the transcripts. 


All seancteipts of accounts should be left at the pay-office to be com- 
= at least once in a year (when possible, during the long vaca- 
tion). 


—- Fonps (i.c., funds not dealt with for more than 15 

ears) :— 

Applications for information (with the necessary stamp as below) must 
be - writing, and must satisfy the conditions of rule 101 of the Funds 
Rules, 1886. 

Applicants should clearly understand that the only information which 
it is within the power of this department to furnish is,—(1) the 
cae of a particular fund ; (2) the date of any order dealing there 
with. 

Versat InFoRMATION :— 

Verbal information as to funds in court will not be given, except by 
special leave of the principal of each branch, or of the paymaster, 
or Capri -Dapanaster 

Forms can obtained in rooms Nos. 5, 419, and 420. Deviations from 

the authorized forms cannot be allowed. 

STAMPS :— 

The stamps required on pay-office documents are as under :— 


s. d. 
Certificate of funds . é + 1 © Impressed on request. 

Transcript of account . > « 2.0 
Request te pay, lodge, transfer, 
or deposit in court, or to pay 
out funds (except when the 
lodgment, payment, &c., has 


been directed by an order) . 1 0 
Request for information as to Impressed on request, 

dormant funds ; . 2 6 Adhesive or impressed. 
Request for other information 1 © Adhesive or impressed. 
Office copy of schedule to affi- 

davit under Trustee Relief Act 1 © Impressed on office copy. 


Power of Attorney.—Fee for pre- ‘> 
paration* 3 
* This stamp is in addition to the 
Revenug stamp, but is not re- 
quired in lunacy eases. 
Power of attorney.—Revenue stamps : 
For receipt of one dividend or 
interest paymentt . ; 
For receipt of more than one 
dividend or interest paymentt 5 0 
+ No Revenue stamp is required when 
the yearly amount is less than £3. 
For receipt of principal money 
not exceeding £20, or of 
periodical payments (other 
than dividends or interest) not 
exceeding £10 per annum . 5 0 
For receipt of principal money 
exceeding £20, or of periodical 
payments (other than dividends 
or interest) exceeding £10 per 
ee Oe. ott s Se 


- Impressed on power. 











0 0) 
W. Hawny Wurrs, Paymaster. 








*,* Owing to unusual pressure on our space, we are compelled 
to leave over till next week the continuation of the articles 
‘* Concerning Searches,” with much other matter. 


On Saturday last Mr. Justice North gave notice that for the future he 
should adopt the practice which Mr. Justice Kay, Mr. Justice Chitty, and 
Mr. Justice Stirling have recently announced that they intend to 
viz., to require that in petitions for the payment of money out of court 
the exact words of the will or other instrument under which the is 
claimed shall be set out in inverted commas. The rule is to take 
from the commencement of the next sittings of the court. - 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


GOWAN v. WRIGHT—O. A. No. 1, 16th, 18th, and 20th December. 


Desrors Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vier. c. 62), s. 27—Junar’s OnpBR MADE BY 
Consant AND NoT REcIgrEReED. 


made by consent and not 
1869. On the 16th of Se ber, 1884, a 


consent in the actions of v. Wright right v. G by 
the tiff in the former action was j +t for £813 13s. 9d. 
sat "ones but j £200 and taxed costs 


oe Rage phe Be = " ” ‘The visintit thereupon udgment 
ment of the en’ 

ey tad concen The defendant sought to set ie | 

on the ground that it had not been filed in accordance with 


on 27 
the Debtors Act, 1869. The matter was referred by J., to the 
Divisional Court, and that court held that the & and set 
“Tan Oars or A (Lord Esuze, M.R., and Lovoiey, L.J.; Lor 

uz Oourt or AprEal -R., ape BS, 
L.J., Saenting) now reversed that decision. They said that, although 
the words of the section were sufficiently wide to cover this case, it was @ 
principle of law that, unless the wording of the expressly forbade 


statute 
such a construction, words ht.to be limited so as to 
man from enabled to 


sparing the section ‘wi 
his own act. ey considered that, section with 
137 of the Act of 1849 (12 & 13 Vict. c. 106) and with the interpretation 
given to that section in the case of B v. Child (5 Ex. 368), the 
meaning of the section was that orders, when were 


ul 


oid as credi but were not void as between the parties. It 
Weald be oe cbeonil pape ped avoid that to which he had con, 
sented and from w he had deri efit, Lopzs, L.J., 


that the case of Bryan v. Child had no to the present case, 
held that there was no power to limit Fe ype ‘words of the section.-Counss1, 
Jelf, Q0., and G. Henderson; Charles, Q.C., and RB. 0. B. Lane, Boxsets 
tors, Vennings, Son, ¢ Manning ; Snell, Sons, § Greenip, 


MALLETT +». HANLEY AND = emerge A. No. 1, 17th 


S 


Practice—27 & 28 Vier. c. 27—S1exmre Ivpemenr. 


This was an a from the decision of the Divisional Court (Denman 
and Hawkins, JJ.). The plaintiff was the pres 5 6 Bill in ie 
House of Commons which was copeses My the 0 
the Skegness, Chapel, St. Leonards, 

Committee of the House of 

ecw OK I Mo ay pda Bas the petitioners, and also 
su expense eo 

found that the defendants were, in fact, the tramway company, and held 
them personally liable for the costs to be taxed by the taxing of the 
House. That officer issued his certificateon November 8, 1886, and the 
plaintiff thereupon issued a specially-indorsed writ for the amount under 
section 5 of the Act. That section provides that the en 

such costs may recover them 
aoe Se Se aes fo Sees oe ee pk filing 

e sum mention the certificate, plaintiff shall, upon 
the declaration and certificate and an affidavit of demand, be at liberty to 
sign judgment as for want of plea by mi? dicit. The defendants 
to the writ and delivered a statement of defence, in which > & 
that they had ap before Parliament or opposed the 


= ad udgment nevertheless, but the officer, 
serine: thet n shateneabt od deteoee 
and was upheld by the master and judge at chambers and by 


Divisional 
Tue Oovrr (Lord Esuzr, M.R., Luovoiey and Lorre, L.JJ.) now 
we pen, iid at lange ey veh los 

v a 
of the Committee of the House of Commons to make the order, they 
clear that without leave it was incompetent to the defendants 
mod vighel mpi Sok og > The seopes qoeane Se San 
ants i questioned urisdiction was to move 
jedgment aie had been signed. sEL, Littler, Q.C., and 7. W. 
Chitty ; Greene, Q.C., Kisch, and Fraser MeLeod. Souscrrons, Zorr, Jant+ 
ways, Grid ble, § Oddie ; W. Whitfield. 


Re NAYLOR AND SPENDLA.—C. A. No. 2, 17th December. 


Serriep Lanp—Saue sy Tenant ror Lire—Ooryrnoips—Rreut or Lorp 
ro Dovets Frves—Serriep Lanp Act, 1882, s. 20 (3). 


8 





The question in this case was as to the of the lord of a 
te Soutis ees, Ste ae ; an 
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steward so requires, there shall also be produced to him so much of the 
settlement as may be necessary to shew the title of the person executing 
deed, and the same may, if the steward thinks fit, be also entered on 
rolls.” A testator who died in 1885 devised a copyhold estate 
tee, upon trust to pay the net rents to his wife for life, and after 
death the property was to go to his children. The widow entered 
a contract to sell the copyhold estate under the Settled Land Act. 
ee had not been admitted, but the lord was not yet entitled to 
for want of a tenant. The purchaser, and the lord and the steward 
manor, took out a summons under the Vendor and Purchaser 
for a declaration that the vendor was bound to pay 
lord the fine, and to the steward the fees, which would 
we been payable if the customary heir or devisee had been admitted. 
The vendor, on the other hand, contended that the only fine La fond was 
that due on the admission of the purchaser, and that the lord was not 
entitled to the second fine cainel as on the admission of the trustee. 
Ohitty, J., in chambers, held that the lord was only entitled to the fine 
on the admission of the purchaser. 

Tus Oovrr or Arrrat (Corron, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.,) affirmed 
the decision, Fry, L.J., differing. Corron, LJ., said that the ques- 
tion before the court was only between vendor and purchaser, but 
it was understood that the decision would be accepted by the 
lord and steward of the manor. The question was, whether the 
same fines and fees were payable as would have been payable if 
the trustee had been admitted. No customary fines would be actually 
payable in respect of admission of the trustee if he was not in fact 
admitted. The Act gave a new way of passing copyhold estates which 
made it unnecessary for the trustee to be admitted. It gave a purchaser 
a right to be admitted on payment of customary fines, but there was no 

in the Act to any customary fines which would have been due 
if the trustee had been admitted, and no such fine could be called a 
fine when there had been no admission of the trustee. If the 
Legislature had intended to deal with the particular case under con- 
sideration in the manner contended for by the appellants, it would have 
used language, as in the Wills Acts (section 5), expressly giving to the 
lord of a manor the fines, &c., as if the transfer had been in the ordinary 
way. The appeal, therefore, failed. The words of the Act did not give 
the lord fines in respect of that which never took place. Bowen, L.J., con- 
curred. Fry, L.J., regretted tliat he took a different view. The words 
of the section were general. They did not speak of “the” customary 
fines payable on a purchaser’s admission, but of ‘‘ customary fines,’’ &c. 
There were no customary fines payable on the new form of conveyance 
given by the statute, and what customary fines were referred to? Two 
answers were sible. The customary fines indicated must be either 
those which would have been payable on or before admission if the Act 
had not passed, or those which would have been payable on admission if 
the Act had not passed. If the first construction were adopted, the 
> pe of the lord would remain intact; the other construction deprived 
of rights. Was it within the scope of the Act to affect the rights of 
the lord? Hislordship thoughtnot. The Act had quite a different object, 
and, as the words were equally open to two constructions, it was pre- 
ferable to adopt that which did not prejudice the rights of the lord. If 
that construction vere adopted, it appeared that the lord was en titled on 
the admittance of the purchaser to all such payments as would have been 
payable on or before the admittance if the Act had not passed.—Counsz1, 
Archibald Brown ; Cadman Jones. Soxtcrrors, Mossop & Rolfe, for Mossop 
$ Mossop, Long Sutton ; Robinson, Preston, § Stow, for Sturton, Holbeach. 
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KEWNEY v. ATTRILL—Kay, J., 21st December. 


Parrnersurp—Disso.uT1on—Reckrver—JvuDGMENT OREDITOR—LEAVE TO 
Issuz Execution—Banxrvrrcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 46, 
SUB-SECTION 2. 


In a partnership action the usual order had been made for a dissolution 
and accounts, and a receiver had been appointed. Creditors of the firm 
subsequently recovered judgment against the firm for £48 14s. and £8 
costs, and now moved for leave to issue execution against the partnership 
assets, or that the receiver might be ordered to pay the debt out of such 


Kay, J., made an order giving the creditors a charge on the moneys in 

the hands of, or which might be taken ssion of by, the receiver, they 

to deal with them according to any order the court might 

make ; the intention of the court being to preserve to the applicants all 

the rights which they would have had if they had issued execution and 

the sheriff had seized and sold the assets on that day.—Counsnt, D. L. 
Alexander ; Whitaker. Soutcrrors, Spyer § Son; Wm. Easton. 


Re THE DIRECT SPANISH TELEGRAPH CO. (LIM.)—Kay, J., 11th 
and 16th December. 


Company—Repvuction or Carrrat—Oompantes Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vict. c. 
131), s. 11. 


Petition for the sanction of the court to a reduction of capital by a 
Sr. The nominal capital consisted of £130,000 in 13,000 shares (of 
12,931 were issued) of £10 each on which £9 per share was paid 
up, and £60,000 in 6,000 preference shares of £10 each fully paid up and 
entitled to preferential payment of a dividend of £10 per cent. The 
articles provided for a reduction and it was now proposed to reduce the 
whole capital to £95,000 by writing off £5 per share from the amcunt paid 
on each issued share and from the nominal amount of each unissued 
This scheme had been agreed to by a special resolution and was 
— by a majority of both classes of shareholders. 
¥, J., said that the creditors of the company were not affected by 





the scheme. The court had a discretionary power and must see that 
justice was done between the shareholders; on consideration he did not 
think that the reduction would work any injustice and he confirmed the 
scheme.—OounseL, Rigby, QC., and Phipson Beale. Soxtcrrons, Blunt 
§ Lawford. 


COLYER v. FERGUSON—Chitty, J., 18th December. 
Practice—Costrs—ADMINISTRATION—TENANT FOR Lirz AND R&MAINDERMEN. 


In this case, a testator having devised his real estate upon trust for sale and 
upon trusts as to the proceeds thereof for F’. for life with remainders over 
in strict settlement, and having settled his residuary personal estate upon 
the like trusts, an action was instituted by F. for general administration 
and also an order obtained by F. on summons in chambers under the 
Settled Land Acts, 1882 and 1854, that F. was entitled to exercise the 
powers of tenant for life under section 63 of the Act of 1882, and, 
therefore, not entitled under the Act of 1884 to exercise such powers, 
except with the sanction of the court, and that the costs of the summons 
be costs in the action. Upon the drawing up of the order the 
declined to insert any order as to the costs. A petition was subsequently 
brought by F. to wind up the action, and it was asked that costs of, and 
incidental to, the petition be paid out of a fund in court representing 
the testator’s general residuary estate. The petitioner asked for leave to 
ameud the petition by including in the costs asked for those of the 
summons in chambers. 

Currry, J., said that, as the summons was for the benefit of the re- 
maindermen as well as the tenant for life, the costs of the summons were 
properly payable out of the testator’s residuary estate, and made an order 
as prayed.—Oounset, Dundas Gardiner; S. B. L,. Druce; Simmonds. 
Soxicrrors, Gadsden § Treherne; J. W. Marsh; E. A. Neele. 


CARDEN v. THE ALBERT PALACE ASSOCIATION—Chitty, J., 
21st December. 


Companres Act, 1862, s. 153—Psnpine Petition ro Winp Ur Company— 
Prospective Orper AurHorizine Disposrrion or Company’s Propsrry. 


In this case an application was made for leave of the court to authorize 
transactions relating to the affairs of a limited company. It appeared 
that the action was a debenture-holders’ action, and that subsequent] 
thereto a petition to wind up the company was presented and a provision: 
liquidator appointed. All parties desired to raise a sum of money to he 
a first charge on the company’s property, and an order was obtained for 
that purpose. The money was required for the purpose of enabling a 
receiver and manager appointed in the action to carry on the company’s 
business and also to enable the company to perform covenants contained 
in their building ents, and thereby to obtain the leases which were 
to form the security for the proposed loan. It was objected by the chief 
clerk that the parties could not enter into a valid transaction, ha 
regard to section 153 of the Companies Act, 1862, which provides that 
dispositions of the company’s property, &c., made between the commence- 
ment of the winding up, and the order for winding up shall, unless the court 
otherwise order, be void. The application was supported by the plaintiff 
and defendants and also by the petitioner. 

Currry, J., said that, as he was assured that the transaction was for the 
benefit of all parties, he would make an order both in the action and in 
the petition, authorizing the parties to enter into the leases, and to hand 
over the leases to the trustees for the debenture-holders, notwithstanding 
section 153 of the Companies Act, 1862.—Counsrt, Haldane; Grosvenor 
Woods. Soxscrrors, Diarmid §¢ Teather ; Stretton § Hilliard. 


Re RILEY to STREATFIELD—North, J., 16th December. 


Venpor aND Purcuasern—Oonrract ror Sate or LAND—PAYMENT OF 
InTEREST ON PuRCHASE-MONEY AFTER Date Fixep ror OomPieTion— 
Derosir or PurcHase-MONEY IN Jomnt Names. 


This was a summons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, and 
the question arose, whether a purchaser of land could relieve himself of 
the obligation to pay interest on the purchase-money, after the date fixed 
for the completion of the purchase until actual completion, by depositing 
the purchase-money in a bank in joint names. The contract contained a 
condition that, if the completion of the purchase should be delayed by any 
cause whatever other than the wilful neglect or default of the vendor be- 
yond the day fixed for completion—the 15th of February, 1886—the 
purchaser should pay interest at five per cent. on the unpaid balance of 
the purchase- from that day until the actuaicompletion. Consider- 
able delay took place in the completion. On the 16th of February, 1886, 
the purchaser’s solicitors wrote to the vendor's rey wey ‘*The purchase- 
money is ready, and lying idle’’ at a bank which they named; and, on 
the 2nd of March, they n wrote to the vendor's solicitors, “‘ having 
regard to the further delay likely to arise, in consequence of the 
insufficiency of the power of attorney by L., we wish to avoid the possi- 
bility of any question arising between us as to the purchaser’s liability to 

y interest on the balance of his purchase-m , and we therefore bog 
5 Rome you that he is a to t such balance 
joint names with any first-class London banker on deposit, pen the due 
execution of the conveyance to the purchaserand collateral deeds.”” The ven- 
dor’s solicitors accepted this offer ‘‘ without prejudice to any question as to 
interest.”” This summons was taken out by vendor to determine the 
question whether the delay in the completion of the purchase was due to 
his wilful neglect or default, and also the effect of the deposit of the 


Wanes, J., hota, om the evidence, shat thee hed boon no wiltal 





or default on the part of the vendor, and that the purchaser was bound to 
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pay interest, as provided by the contract, from the date fixed for com- 
pletion, and that the deposit of the money did not relieve him from his 
obligation.—Counsst, @. Pemberton Leach; Napier Higgins, Q.0., and 
F. G. Bagshawe. Souscrrons, Leach § Deedes ; Palmer, Eland, § Nettleship. 


POMMERY v, APTHORPE—Q. B. Div., 17th December. 


Income Tax, Scuzputs D.—Forrign Mencuants—TRADE CARRIED ON IN 
ENGLAND. 


This was a case stated by the Income Tax Commissioners for the pur- 
pose of determining whether the appellants were rightly assessed to in- 
come tax under 5 & 6 Vict. c. 35, s. 41, and 16 & 17 Vict. c. 34, s. 2, 
schedule D. The appellants, Pommery & Greno, are wine merchants and 
shippers, having their chief office for business at Rheims, in France, 
where they reside. They are in the habit of shipping champagne to 
Englend for the purpose of sale. They have an agent in London who 
employs travellers who seek for orders for the ’ wine. Small 
orders are supplied by the agent from a stock of wine kept in London ; 
larger orders are sent by him direct to the appellants at Rheims, and 
they ship the wine to the customers. The amounts due are collected by 
the agents on behalf of the appellants, who keep a account in 
London. Drafte given in payment are sent to the appellants for indorse- 
ment. The agent receives a commission on all wine sold by the appel- 
lants in England. He is duly assessed to income tax on all profits made 
by hin in respect of his agency, and pays income tax thereon. The 
appellants were assessed to income tax, in the name of the agent, at the 
sum of £6,000, and they appealed to the commissioners, on the ground 
that the profits were made in France and not in England. The commis- 
sioners confirmed the assessment, subject to this case. On behalf of the 
appellants it was argued that there was no trade in England 
within the meaning of the Act. Tischler v. Apthorpe (833 W. R. 548) and 
Erichsen v. Last (30 W. R. 301, 8 Q. B. D. 414) were distinguished; and 
Sulley v. Attorney-General (8 W. R. 472, 5 H. & N. 711) was relied on. 

Tux Court (Denman and Hawkins, JJ.) dismissed the — The 

uestion was whether the appeliants carried on a trade in country. 

hey thought they did. There was no serious distinction between this 
case and the two cases which the appellants tried to distinguish, though, 
perhaps, the circumstances in those cases were more obviously conclusive 
at first sight. And in Sulley’s case the only point which seemed to be in 
favour of the appellants was the remark of burn, O.J., that a man 
exercises his trade where his profits come home to him. But that meant 
where he got his money; and here the appellants got their money in 
London through their agent. The commissioners were fight in confirming 
he assessment.—Counsgt, Pollard and J. E. Spencer ; Sir B. Clarke, 8.G., 
nd Dicey. Soxicrrors, Tippetts ¢ Son ; Solicitors for the Inland Revenue. 





BANKRUPTCY CASES. 


Ex parte THE OFFICIAL RECEIVER, Re MORRITT—C. A. No. 1, 
2lst December. 


Bru. or Sate—Vatiprry—Power or Sats—Conveyranoine Act, 1881, ss. 
19, 20—Bruts or Saxe Act, 1882, ss. 7, 9, 13—Scuzpvutzp Form. 


In this case, which was argued before the Court of Appeal Ne. 1 in 
August last, and was re-argued before the full Court of Appeal on the 11th 
of November, some important questions arose as to the application of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881, to bills of sale which are governed by the 
Bills of Sale Act, 1882, and as to the implication of a power of sale in 
such bills of sale. Section 19 of the veyancing Act confers on a 
mortgagee by deed (and by section 2 this includes a mortgagee of 
chattels) ‘‘a power, when the mortgage-money has become due, to sell 
the mortgaged property, to the like extent as if the power had been in 
terms conferred by the mortgage deed.’”” Butsection 20 provides that the 
mortgagee shall not exercise the power of sale, unless and ‘until notice 
requiring payment of the mortgage-meney has been served on the mort- 
gagor, and default in payment has been made for three months after the 
service, or interest is in arrear for two months, Sub-section 2 of section 
19 provides that the provisions of the Act relating to the powers conferred 
by tt, comprised either in that section or in any subsequent section regu- 
lating the exercise of the powers, may be varied or extended by the 
mortgage deed, and sub-section 3 provi that the section shall apply 
only if and so far as a contrary intention is not expressed in the mo: 
deed, and shall have effect subject tothe terms of the m deed and the 
provisions therein contained. Section 7 of the Bills Act, 1882, 
provides that personal chattels assigned under a billof sale shall not beliable 
to be seized or taken possession of by the grantee for any other than the 
causes therein mentioned, one of whichis if the grantee shall makedefault in 
the payment of the mortgage-money at the time appointed for payment. 
Section 9 provides that a bill of sale given as security for money shall be 
void unless made in accordance with the form in the schedule to the 
Act. And, by section 13, ‘‘ all chattels seized, or of which m is 
taken under or by virtue of any bill of sale . . . shall not be removed 
or sold until after the expiration of five days from the day they were 
so seized or so taken possession of.”? The form of bill of sale in the 
schedule to the Act does not contain any power of tale, but it authorizes 
the insertion of other terms ‘“‘ which the parties may agree to for the 
maintenance or defeasance of the security.’ The of sale in the 
present case was given as a security for the payment of money. It gave 
the mortgagee power at any time or times after ite date, for any of the 
— specified in section 7 ae wae of 1882, but Poy fm other peng 
without giving any previous notice to the mortgagor, possession 
the assigned aids, wnt for that purpose, if necessary, to break open 


Divisional Court (Manisty and Cave, JJ.). 
Tux Court or Arrzat (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Corron, Lixoizy, Bowen. 
Fry, and Lorzs, L.JJ.), Fry, LJ, jalmenting, 
the Divisional Oourt. Corron, L J., the judgment of himself 
and Lrxpiey and Bowen, L.JJ. He said that the clause which referred to 
the Conveyancing Act assumed that the power of sale given by that Act 
applied to bills of sele, and, on that assumption, attempted to regulate 
exercise, but did not by contract introduce the power of sale given by 
Act. It was contended that, if head egeeded sale conferred by section 
of the Conveyancing Act was given es under a of sale 
which the Act of 1882 applied, the clause removed the restrictions 
contained in section 20 of the Act of 1881 be bem a on the m 
a liability different from that which would t from a bill of sale 
in the statutory form, and that, therefore, the bill of sale would, in 
accordance with Ex parte Stanford (17 Q. B. D. 
Journax, 418), be void. Having regard to 
and of “ property” in the Act of 1881, and to the fact 
Act of 1881, powers of sale were usually inserted in 
ship was of opinion that, unless there was something in the Act 
or in the bill of sale, which was sufficient to lead to a 
conclusion, the power of sale given by section 19 of the Act of 1881 would 
by force of that Act, be given to mortgagees under a bill of sale. But 
that Act did not make it com on mortgagors and mortgagees to 
adopt the power of sale given by section 19; it left it optional to parties 
having power to contract to vary or to exclude altogether the provisions 
as to sale contained in section 19, Therefore his lorash 
this power would not be given to a mortgagee when the nature of 
security or the provisions of the instrument shewed that the power of 
sale given by the Act was unnecessary. What were the exact rights 
of sale which a mortgagee of personal chattels possessed? A 
veda ty Gdtrece ot pomaaiiny sah Secaates the pledges te seagate 
ni y deliv t+) on, an e 
Fhough he had pot a special p' in the thing pledged) to sell 
default in payment, and without notice to the pledgor, 
pledgor might redeem at any moment up to sale. A mortgage of per- 
sonal chattels involved in its essence, not the delivery of possession, but 
a conveyance of title as a security for the debt. Such a mortgage, 
however, might be acoom with a transfer of possession, and mort- 
gages of personal chattels, in cases in which possession was retained 
the mortgagor, might, and comm 


m 

from him. There was very li 
lordship was of opinion that a mortgagee of personal 
in his possession was not in a worse position than 
there was no express power 
in payment, — ee he h scale oboe P Rogre es 
pay the money due, a power a ye ” 
though, of course, the mortgagor had, eaaewe aha 
a right, on payment of the money due, 
prevent the sale and redeem the chattels. 
of sale scheduled to the Act of 1882 allowed to be 
— we i ” oe of = Pg i and in his lord- 
ship’s opinion, ena’ or ——s a 
gouee oo algae and seize chattels com Pte tan of sale. 
present bill of sale contained such , and, assuming those 
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in his opinion, render the"deed void under section 9. In 
mere fact that provisions were inserted which were not 
provisions of the Act of 1882, though, in conse- 
law ——- to contracts, they were invalid, did 

of sale void. Those provisions might be invalid and 
as introduced for the ‘‘ maintenance of the 
did not, in his lordship’s opinion, 1aake the deed void. 
udgment (in which Lord Esuzr, M.R., concurred). 
the statutory form of bill of sale, a power of 
plication to the grantee, and that the Legislature, 
statutory form, did not intend the provisions of 
be imported. The enactment of the express form nega- 
was inconsistent with, such a conclusion. The — 
uire the aid of the Conveyancing Act. . When it was said by 
the Act of 1882 that the chattels assigned by a bill of sale 
liable to be seized or taken possession of by the grantee for any 
reasons, and when subsequently it was said that, 

s after seizure, the grantee might be restrained from re- 
the chattels, it must mean that he was to have a power 
was no occasion to insert in the form a power to take 
of, to sell, or to redeem; these re were given by the Act 
and need not appear in the form. And, when section 13 said that 
should not be removed or sold until after the expiration of five 
surely meant that they might be sold after that time. 
@ power to sell five days after the goods were taken 
of. At any rate the mortgagee could get a power to sell 
another way. A power to seize might gee! be inserted in 
eed, because it was a provision for the maintenance of the 

; wie could seize under that power, and, having the 
of the , he might, as assignee of them, eell them, subject 
any right of the grantor to redeem; a right which must be exercised 
within five days to prevent a sale. If that right was not exercised within 
five days, the mortgagee had at law and in equity a right to sell, and he 
could give an unimpeachable title to a purchaser. The provisions of the 
present bill of sale did not alter its legal effect so as to make it not in 
accordance with the statutory form, and they did not, therefore, in- 
validate it. Fry, L.J., differed. He said that a mortgage of chattels was 
essentially different from a pawn or pledge. A pawnee had a power of 
sale on default in payment at a time fixed for payment. A mortgagee 
ha' the whole legal title to the chattels could, of course, sell them at 
t the equitable right of the mortgagor to redeem could, in his 
"8 » be excluded only by the presence of an express or 
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im a poy of sale. A careful examination of all the authorities 
cited not disclosed a single clear authority for the existence of an 
implied power of sale in a mortgage of chattels. The conduct of the 
was opposed to its existence. By the Merchant Shipping 
1854, they conferred by ooene enactment such a power on the 
mortgagee of aship. His lordship knew of no authority and no analogy 
for the notion that a power of sale, which did not exist at the creation of 
, and while the mortgagee was out of possession, would 
on his taking possession. This question was, however, now of com- 
ively little paprvianes. By the definition clause (section 2) of the 
ancing Act the word ‘‘ mo ” included and was intended, he 
t, to include a bill of sale of personal chattels, and it was plain that 
did not contemplate that bills of sale carried with them any 
er of sale, whether before or on possession, which made it 
to apply to them the express power given by the Act. 
Moreover, it was the practice of conveyancers to confer an express power 
on s of chattels. If, however, there was an implied power 
of sale at law or in equity in a bill of sale before the Act of 1881, the power of 
introduced by that Act would, for the future, exclude by implication 
~T power. When the Act of 1882 was passed the Legislature must 
the Act of 1881 in their contemplation, and, if they had intended 
to exclude the operation of the Act of 1881, they would in all proynd 
have done so by express terms. When section 13 of the Act of 1882 im- 
the existence under the statutory form of a power of sale, it was 
i to resist the conclusion that the power of sale referred to was that 
express terms by the Act of 1881. There was nothing in the 
statatory form which, by implication or reasonable inference, excluded 
of sale given by the Act of 1881. Sections 7 and 13 
of the Act of 1882 were negative and prohibitory; they did not give 
to the mortgagee, but they fettered the exercise of powers where 
existed, and they were not inconsistent with the power of 
the Act of 1881. The new fetters thus im- 
were inconsistent with the fetter imposed by section 20 
of the Act of 1881. The object of the Act of 1882 was to impose 
stringent limitations on the power of contracting for the loan of money 
on chattels as against the lender, and to disqu the borrower from 
bestowing on the lender many powers which he had been in the habit of 
and this object was furthered, not frustrated, by the im- 
the statutory form of the fetters on the power of sale 
contained in section 20 of the Act of 1881. In his lordship’s opinion the 
effect of section 9 of the Act of 1882 was to take away the power, given 
by sub-section 3 of section 19 of the Act of 1881, to remove the fetters 
imposed by section 20 on the exercise of the power of sale conferred by 
The scheduled form of a bill of sale, in his lordship’s opinion, 
wer of sale given by section 19 and the fetter 

0, and, if that fetter was by express sti 
power of sale was liberated and migh 
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———- could not concur in the argument which had been used— 
that the creation of a power of sale would be the insertion of a 
“term for the maintenance of the security,’’ though that argument 
derived countenance from Consolidated Oredit Corporation v. Gosney (16 
Q. B. D. 21). In his lordship’s opinion a power of sale was a collateral 
power, neither, strictly speaking, in maintenance or in defeasance of the 
security. If a power of sale were within those words, he did not see what 
other provision would not be, and so to interpret the words would be to 
repeal section 9. In his opinion th ph sig: bill of sale was not in 
accordance with the statutory form, . was, therefore, void.—Covunsz, 
by Mackenzie ; George Banks. Soxtcrrons, W. Murton ; Williamson, Hill, 
¢ Co. 
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THE BAR COMMITTEE AND THE CIRCUITS. 


Tue following is the of the Bar Committee, recently forwarded to 
the Lord Chancellor the judges, with respect to circuit arrangements 
and proposed alterations :— 


1. Your committee report that the practice of one judge only 
to a circuit town during the few years for tye holdbag of has 
caused tt inconvenience, delay, and expence, is incompatible with the 

of business, and affords no counterbalancing advantage. 
Ft hos created great discontent and inconvenience among suitors, jury- 
men, solicitors, and others, and the result has been that suitors have been 
deterred from entering causes at the assizes. 

2. We believe that a careful and well-considered system of ‘‘ grouping” 
of counties together, coupled with the jrome of two judges at each as- 
size town, would remedy the existing evils. 

3. We propose so to group the counties that each county (with some 

ssible exceptions) may have assizes during the year held within its 
fimits, so that the privilege of holding assizes at the county town, which 


the inhabitants of each county undoubtedly value, sho’ not be taken 
away. 

4. We subjoin schemes by which the above may be carried out. 
These plans may admit of amendment in detail, but they are the result of 


considerable discussion and inquiry. 
5. The advantages to be gained under the proposed system of grouping 


are as follows :— 
(a.) The doing away with a number of commission days, There is also 
with respect to first business days, which are little 


involved in this a sa 
more than half days. 
(d.) The saving of time and expense where a long trial blocks one 
. ere are two courts shorter cases may be disposed of 
before the other judge, thereby enabling parties to have their cases tried 
and witnesses, &c., to be set free. 

(c.) The prevention of much waste of time arising from the uncertainty 
of the number of days required in a county where the business may or 
may not be very rapidly disposed of. It is obvious that where two 
— are joined the average of the joint business may be more readily 
guaged. 

(d.) The loss of time and the unnecessary waste of money arising from 
not kno when the one judge will be able to 72. the commission, 
and when (if at all) he will be able to 7 comers. may frequently, 
under the present system, amount to an absolute denial of justice. 

(e.) The great decrease in the length of time during which the judges 
who go circuit will be absent from town. 

(f.) The advantage of two judges consulting on difficult matters. 

6. We are aware that the scheme we propose will necessitate the absence 
from town of fourteen judges, leaving only one common law judge in 
London, whose services would be required in chambers. Your committee 
wish to point out that during the last Summer Circuit the Lords Justices 
of Ap assisted the common law judges, and if it should appear really 
desirable (as it seems to us it would be) to have a divisional court sitting 
from time to time in London during the circuits, or a judge sitting to hear 
any matter of urgency, arrangements could be m and with the 
approval of the Lords Justices by which such courts could be held. We 
are of opinion that the attempt to transact the ordinary Nisi Prius business 
in London during the its is of doubtful benefit to anybody, and 
causes great inconvenience in many cages to suitors and all others 
ougonanes re Sie Miele anu SYS “ position thet th Ms 

. The above suggestions are made on the su ion that the system 
of holding civil assizes in each county is to 83 maintained; but your 
committee adhere to the view expressed in the following paragraph of 
their report of March, 1885 :— 

“* We think that a saving of judicial time may be effected by diminishing 
the number of places at which the assizes be held. Looking merely 
at the interests of the bar, the most desirable plan would be to select a 
limited number of the principal assize towns at which the civil business 
should be taken for the surrounding ws 

8. Your co! are strongly of opinion that on uo account should 
assizes be spporated to be held contemporaneously at two places on the 
same circuit, 


NORTH-EASTERN CIRCUIT. 
Two judges are required at Newcastle. No grouping is possible on 
this circuit. 
WESTERN CIRCUIT. 
Last Sumawur Assizz, 
Salis iis July 9 (t Devizes in Spring.) 
rence July 13 é _y 
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Wells ab -» July 16 (t Taunton in Spring. 
Bodmin an -. duly 20 ( , 
Exeter naa a6 July 24 
Bristol iad Sa) rr 
Winchester ... a Aug. 7 
iealisbery tn ht days (working) 
jury ght days e 
{Dorchester 
ene } Alternate six days (working). 
+T ann \r days (working) 
aunton en ‘wor! ° 
tWells e . 


*The difficulties which might arise from alternating Bodmin with 
Exeter would be much lessened if Plymouth were an assize town, or Bod- 
min might be altogether discontinued as an assize town for civil business. 

t Dorchester, Salisbury, Devizes, Taunton, and Wells might, we think, 


be discontinued ’as assize,towns for civil business. 


NORTH WALES,* 
Last Sumer Orecurt. 


Newtown es eee ae, Thursday, July 8 
Dolgelly és and we .» Monday, —_ 12 
Carnarvon ay wae sé oo , July 15 
Beaumaris ste bos ae ... Monday, July 19 
Ruthin Sul = fe ... Thursday, aly 92 
ne Se ae si ie .. Saturday, July 24 
Chester tis se + «ss Monday, July 26 


Swansea ae ‘ee jes . M 
* On the North and South Wales Circuit only 
formerly, until the two meet at Chester. 


rer eS} 











og ae 
one Rage ‘weal go as 


“ Taken seven days later. 
: Welshpool ae } Thursday, July § Thursday, July 15 
t er BF ae } Monday, July12 Monday, July 19 
. Mold... 2} Friday, July 16 Friday, July 23 
Chester «+ oe» Monday, July 19 Monday, July 26 
0 Swansea + _ ss» Monday, July 26 Monday, August 2 
e A saving of seven days. 
* * For the counties of Montgomery and Merioneth. 
rj SOUTH WALES. 
, Last Summer Crmcurr. 
Ly Haverfordwest... 9... oss nee ee July 9 
or Cardigan iss is -» Tuesday, July 13 
70 Carmarthen bai a .. Friday, July 16 
y Brecon ... as ‘i Se .. Tuesday, July 20 
Presteign on oa we .» Friday, July 23 
m Chester ... ads ste at ... Monday, July 26 
n, Swansea ... aie ea sa -- Monday, Aug. 2 
y Taken five days later. 
= * Haverfordwest... ) 
Cardigan... ... ) Friday, July 9 Wednesday, July 14 
Carmarthen ... ok 
oe tBrecon_... ... Saturday, July 26 Wednesday, July 21 
in Chester ste ..» Wednesday, July21 Monday, July 26 
ee Swansea ose .» Wednesday, July 28 Monday, August 2 
ron A saving of five days. ; 
11 * Carmarthen business could not be taken conveniently to Haverford or 
wf Cardigan, but the business from those two counties might be taken at 
3 Carmarthen. If desired not to abolish assizes at Haverford and : 
the assizes might be held in the winter at Carmarthen and Haverford, in 
We the summer at Carmarthen and Cardigan. 
88 t For the counties of Brecon and Radnor. 
i MIDLAND CIROUIT. 
Last Summer Assize, 
om Aylesbury .. ...  «.  «. Wednesdey, June 23 
pe | Bedford ... ... ow» os Beidey,  Janeds 
ho Northampton + =o wees ee, nesday, June 29 
: Leicester ... ban hs ... Friday, July 2 
sit Oakham... os ee | ee , July 8 
rely Nottingham... ... ... «. Friday, July 9 
ot 8 Lincoln ... .. «. ww» Friday, July 16 
ness Derby at oN ss ase Wednesday, — 21 
la Warwick... oe4 a ... Wednesday, July 28 
"th Birmingham Se Aug. 2 
° If begun atsame date. § Taken 21 days later. 
*Aylesbury ) 
Bedford... a6 Wednesday, June 23 July 14 
Northampton ... iad j 
* *Oakham tens y 
Leicester i os Tuesday, June 29 July 20 
} Monday, July 4 July 26 
} Tuesday, July 12 Aug. 2 





Gloucester 
The result . a saving of 


the travelling arrangements. 
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fifteen 
* The order of taking the towns 
























tinued as assize towns, 
Warwick business should be sent to 
county. 
Reodiog bie 
Worcester om 


varied on this circuit to facilitate 


NORTHERN. OIRCUIT. 
Appleby and Lancaster should be discontinued as assize towns. 
A a eby ess to be taken to Carlisle, 
Menchester or Liverpool. This would effect a saving of about four 


and the Lancaster business to 
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Mr. Rosert Parorzav Rovpstit, Q.0., died at his residence, The 
Piccadilly, on the 16th a in his eighty-ninth year. Mr. 
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for the City of Worcester in the Liberal interest from April, 1880, till 
November, 1885 


i L 

Mr. Tomas Brann, solicitor, of 10, Basinghall-street, has been ap- 

san shi Alderman Stone to the office of Deputy for the Ward of 

w. Mr. Deputy Beard has served the office of Under-Sheriff of 

London and Middlesex. He was admitted a solicitor in 1858, and he is in 

seme with his sons, Mr. Walter James Westcott Beard and Mr. 
George Beard. 


Mr. James Forrest Fvutron, barrister, M.P., who has been appointed 
Junior Counsel to the Treasury at the Central Criminal Court in succession 
to Mr. Montagu Williams, who has been appointed a metropolitan police 

, is the youngest son of the late Lieutenant-Colonel Fulton, 
was born in 1846. He is an LL.B. of the University of London. 
He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Easter Term, 1872, 
and he practises on the South-Eastern Circuit and at the Central Criminal 
Court, and the Essex, Hertford, and St. Albans Sessions. Mr. Fulton is 
——s counsel to the Mint for Hertfordshire, and at the General 
July last he was elected M.P. for the Northern Division of the 

Borough of West Ham in the Conservative interest. 


Mr. Epwarp Rivxey, barrister, who has been appointed an Officia 
Referee of the Supreme Court of Judicature on the resignation of Mr. James 
Anderson, Q.C., is the second son of the late Sir Matthew Ridley, Bart., 
and was born in 1843. He was educated at Harrow, and he was formerly 
scholar of us Christi College, Oxford, where he graduated first class 
in Classics in 1866, and he was afterwards elected a fellow of All Souls 
College. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 
1868, and he has practised on the North-Eastern Circuit and on the 
Durham, Northumberland, Newcastle, and Berwick Sessions. Mr. Ridley 
was M.P. for South Northumberland from 1878 till 1880, and in the 
latter year he was a commissioner foi inquiring into corrupt practices in 
the City of Oxford. 


Mr. Joun Trovrseck, solicitor, of 4, Dean’s-yard, has been appointed 
a en for the City and Liberty of Westminster, in succession 
to Mr. Athelstan Braxton Hicks, resigned. Mr. Troutbeck is the son of 
the Rev. John Troutbeck, D.D., Minor Canon of Westminster. He was 
educated at Queen’s College, Oxford, where he graduated third class in 
pd Civil Law Examination in 1881, and he was admitted a solicitor in 


Mr. Joux Watter Watson, solicitor, of 27, Basinghall-street, has been 
eee for taking Affidavits in the Staunaries Courts 
ire and Cornwall. 


Mr. Wiiut1am Burp, solicitor, of Okehampton, has been appointed Clerk 
to the Okehampton Board of Guardians, Assessment Committee, School 
Attendance Committee, and Rural Sanitary Authority. Mr. Burd was 
admitted a solicitor in 1870. He is town clerk of Okehampton, clerk 
es a borough magistrates, and registrar of the Okehampton County 


Mr. Paraicx Maxwett, solicitor, of Dublin and Londonderry, has been 
elected President of the Irish Incorporated Law Society for the ensuing 
year. Mr. Maxwell was admitted a solicitor at Dublin in 1881. 





PARTNERSHIPS DISSOLVED. 


Tuomas Drake and Wim Barnarp Prixrncton, solicitors (Drake & 
Pilkington), Huddersfield and Saddleworth. Dec. 11. 

Cuanies Prococx, Cuartes Forzy Prnococx, and Henry Watwyn Pip- 
cock, solicitors (Pidcock & Sons), Worcester. Sept. 29. So far as relates 
to the said es Foley Pidcock. The said Charles Pidcock and Henry 
Walwyn Pidcock will in future carry on the said business under the style 
or firm of Pidcock & Son. [ Gazette, Dec. 17. 

Joux Jonzs and Davin Lewis, solicitors (Jones & Lewis), Cardiff. 
March 1, [ Gazette, Dec, 21.] 





GENERAL, 


A useful list of the bailiffs under the Agricultural Holdings (England) 
Act, 1883, ted by the county court judges for the various districts, 
has been by Mr. Frank P. Wilson, of 6, Fetter-lane. 


On Monday evening the members of the South-Eastern Circuit enter- 
tained Sir Edward Clarke, Q.C., M.P., at a complimentary dinner at the 
Holborn Restaurant in celebration of his appointment as Solicitor- 
General. The chair was taken by Mr. Murphy, Q.C., and there was a 
considerable of both the and present members of the circuit, 
among them Mr. Baron Pollock, Justices Denman, Mathew, Day, 
A. L. Smith, and Grantham, and the Attorney-General. 


At the Marylebone Police Court on Wednesday, Arthur Powell, of 34, 
Salisbury-road, Highgate, appeared in answer to two summonres, taken 
out at the instance of the Incorporated Law Society, for unlawfully, 
wilfally, and falsely pretending to be a solicitor. Mr. W. H. Humphreys 

It was shewn that the defendant was a customer of a Mr. 

a hair-dresser, at 109, Fortess-road, Kentish Town, and he 

pe cyinceng himself to be a solicitor. On July 26 he offered to do cer- 
work for Mr. Matthews, and the latter paid him ten shillings to take 


ings. Th 

defendant pleaded guilty, and admitted that he had acted foolishly, and 

that the magistrate would deal leniently with him. Mr. De Rutzen 

& penalty, including costs, of £12 7s., or, in default, two months’ 
imprisonment. 





LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The following notice has been issued to members :—In pursuance of the 
resolution passed at the annual general meeting, held on the 15th of July, 
1881, to the effect that meetings of the society should be held in January 
and April, a special general meeting of the members of the society will be 
held in the hall of the society on Friday, the 28th of January, 1887. 
Members who may wish to move resolutions should send copies of them to 
the secretary not later than the 3rd of January. Notice of the proposed 
motions will afterwards be sent to each member of the society. 

Law Society’s Hall, Dec. 11. 








COURT PAPERS. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Curistmas Vacation, 1886—7. 


Mr. Justice Grantham will be the Vacation Judge from Friday, the 
24th of December, 1886, until Monday, January 3, 1887, both days 
inclusive. 

His lordship will sit in the Queen’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on 
Tuesday, the 28th of December and Friday, the 3lst of December. 

On other days during the vacation urgent chancery applications may 
be made to his lordship at Barcombe Place, near Lewes, Sussex. 

Mr. Justice Stirling will be the Vacation Judge on Wednesday, the 
22nd of December and Thursday, the 23rd of December, and from Tues- 
day, the 4th of January, 1887, until Monday, the 10th of January, 1887, 
both days inclusive. 

Bis lordship will sit in Queen's Bench Judges’ Chambers on Tuesday, 
January 4, Thursday, the 6:h, and Saturday, the 8th. 

On other days during the vacation urgent chancery applications may 
be made to his lordship at 51, Great Cumberland Place, Hyde Park. 

In any case of great urgency the brief of counsel is to be sent to the 
judge by book-post, or parcel prepaid, accompanied by office copies of 
the affidavits in support of the application, and also by a minute, on a 
separate sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the order he may consider 
the applicant entitled to, and also an envelope, sufficiently stamped, 
capable of receiving the papers, addressed as follows :—‘‘ Chancery Official 
Letter: To the Registrar in Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, 
Royal Courts of Justice, London, W.C.’’ 

On applications for Injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of the 
writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. : 

The papers sent to the judge will be returned to the registrar. 

The chambers of Mr. Justice Stirling will be open on Tuesday, Wed- 
nesday, Thursday, and Friday, in every week, from 11 to 1 o'clock. 








At the annual general meeting of the Gresham Life Assurance Society, 
held at the offices, 26, Poultry, E.C., on Monday last, the report stated the 
new premiums for the year at £75,923, the annual income £742,328, and 
the assets £3,776,326. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazette —F R1DAY, Dec. 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
EASTERN COUNTIES LAND AND INVESTMENT CORPORATION, LIMITED.—By an order 
made by Chitty, J., dated Dec 6, it was ordered that the corporation be wound 
up. Layton & Co, Bu row, solors for petner 


JongEs Luoyvp, Liwirep.—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 17, directed to be 
heard before North, J., on Saturday, Jan 15. Taylor & Oo, Field ct, Gray’sinn, 


solors for petners 
CouNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN 


CERY. 

Wrt11aM Bartiey & Sons, Lomirep.—By an order made by Fox Bristowe, V.C.. 
dated Dec 9, it was ordered that William Hartley & Limited, be wound 
up, and that Charles Henry Wade be appointed official liquidator, and that he 
be at liberty to on the business of the company until further order, 
Boote & Edgar, Manchester, solors for petners 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

CrovuGcH Hatt COLLIERY AND Iron WorKS SICK AND ACCIDENT Society, Forge 
Office, Kidsgrove, Stafford. Dec 10 

HARVEST — LopGE, Wheatsheaf Inn, Red-street, Newcastle under Lyme, 

18 


Homes CHAPEL AND CRANAGE FEMALE FRIENDLY Socrety, Schoolroom, Cran- 
age, Chester. Dec 13 
RuNGsTeAD InpDusTRIAL Society, Lure, Ringstead, Northampton. Dec 11 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Dec. 21, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
In CHANCERY. 

ABERCORRIS SLATE AND SiaBp Co., LimITED.—By an order made by Chitty, J, 
dated Dec s it —_ ordered that the company be wound up. Oarr & Son, 
Rood lane, solors for ner 

Loypon, WINDSO' AnD OREO WHE Horets Co, Limrrep.—Petn for winding up, 

resented Dec 17, directed to be heard before Stirling, J, on Jan 15. Saxton & 

Portman sq, solors for petner 

TED.—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 10, 


req 
the rs of their debts or claims, 
Sg 17, at 12, is appointed for 
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Dec. 25, 1886. 
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WHEELER HorsEsHor Nat Co, Lu«rrep.—By an order made by North, J. 
dated Dec 11, it was ordered that the pi Bn pdms ga Reep & Co, 
Queen st pl, Cannon st, solors for petner 


CounTyY PALATINE OF 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
No. 1, Rattway Hore. Benzrir Buitpine SocreTy.—By an order 
Bristowe, V.C., dated Dec 14, it was ordered that the soutety be wound up. 
Slater & Sons, Manchester, agents for Hall & Co, Accrington, "lors for petner 
and official liquid ators 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cia, 
London Gazette.—FRimDAyY, Dec. 17. 

Farman, Beneat, Rye, Sussex, Wine Merchant. Feb 14. Fryman v Fryman, 

- Chitty,J. Grenside, Great George st, Westminster 
Wray, pl Friends’ Retreat, York. Jan 17, Close v Wray, Chitty, J. 

Wigin, Leeds 


, 


anette, Moe oar Dec. 21. 


Comper, James, North H mth Pu h, Sussex, Brickmaker. Jan 18. 
OMPE re) ea '. an 
Comper v Keatley, Chitty, J. Men nt, Storrington 





NOTICES TO CREDITORS UNDER TRUSTEES RELIEF Act, for insertion in the 
Gazette or any newspaper, sould be sent to Sons, Pub- 


lishers London Gazette, 45, St. Martin’s-lane, W.O. The Gazette is published every 
Tuesday and Friday. de yo, 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or CLAm. 
London Gazette.—TuEsDAY, Dec. 14. 
Brerwrerrs, Ro Rosrinson, Gt Harwood, Lancaster, Farmer. Jan 7. Needham, 


BORASTON, ELIZapern, Wribbenhall, Kidderminster, Coal Merchant. Jan 20. 
Remingway, Bewdley 

BowLer, THOMAS FLETCHER, Burton on Trent, Brewer. Jani2, Ormsby Taylor, 
Burton on Trent 

Brookes, SAMUEL Puitpot, Tewkesbury, Gloucester, Solicitor. Jan 20. 
Brookes & Badham, Tewkesbury 

mate JAMES, Croydon, Market Gardener. Jan 11. Hogan & Hughes, 

oydon 
Bu ro » CARDEENE, Long Sutton, Lincoln. Jan 10. Mossop & Mossop, Long 
utton 

CHEERS, MARTHA ANN, Tattenhall, Ohester. Febi1. Brassey, Chester 

GRIFFITH, DAvip Davies, Towyn, Merioneth, Skinner. Jan 12. Rowlands, 
Pentrerheydn 

EDWARDS, ALBERT, Yeovil, Somerset, Linen Draper. Feb1. Watts, Yeovil 

Evans, JOHN, Glan Vyrnwy, Llanymynech, Gent. Jan 15. Minshalls & Parry 
Jones, Oswestry 

GARTH, ANNIE, Knaresborough, York. Jan5. Gill, Knaresborough 

Hous, THomas, Bayston rd, Stoke Newington. Jan18, Hollis, Birkenhead 

[RELAND, CHARLES NIMROD, Cheltenham. Febi. Drew, Cheltenham 

Kivumpp, JOHN JAacos, Coldharbour lane, Brixton, Licensed Victualler. Jan 8. 
Young & Co, St Mildred’s ct, Poultry 

ie 1 AMELIA, Kew, Surrey. Jan 20. Saxelby & Faulkner, Ironmonger 


MACKLE, JAMES, Barrow in Furness, Licensed Victualler. Jan 12. Morgan & 
Nalder, Barrow in Furness 

MALCOLM, GEORGIANA CHARLOTTE FRANCES, Sloane st. Febi1. Wynne & Son, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Mann, THOMAS, Roseneath house, Winchmore hill. Jan 26, Oollyer-Bristow & 
So, 2 Bedford row 

HALL, ELIZABETH, Lincoln Febii1. Tweed & Co, Lincoln 

MAUDE on Francis, Onslow sq, South Kensington, Captain R.N. Jan 24. 
Wynne & Son, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Mines, Davin, Wood Nook, Dalton, Farmer. Feb1. Sykes & Son, Hudders- 


NELSON, | pee Longmarton, Westmorland, Gent. Jan 10, John Bell, jun, 


pple 
Park, yoan ’ paren TROTMAN, Bristol, Corn Merchant. Jan 31. Turner & 
Chanter, Wotton under Edge 


POWELL, Caacutam, Pembury ma Clapton. Jan 4, Farrar & Farrar, Doctors’ 
commons 


PUDDICOMBE, CAROLINE AMELIA, Waterloo rd, Lan.beth, Stationer. Jan 15, 


Jackson, Bishopsgate Without 
RAVENSCROFT, HENRY Witiiam, John st, Bedford row, Solicitor. Jan 2. 


Ravenscroft & Co, John + bedford row 


REFELLE, ALBERT WILLIAM, Streatham common, Grocer. Jan 30. William 
Fowler, Streatham comm — 


SEAGER, ae pom HANNAH BUTLER, Balham pk rd, Balham. Jan28. Sowton, 
ord row 
SHorTEN, Marre CLARA LOUISE, Osnabruck, Prussia, Jan 31. Chapman, Pancras 


e 
SuorTEn, Tom, Bromberg, Prussia, Engineer. Jan 31. Chapman, Pancras lane 
sno, i Bissam, Dronfield, Derby, Edge Tool Maker, Jan 15, Lucas, Dron- 
2. 
emne~: m, RIORARD, Speke, Lancaster, Farmer. Jan 25. Banks & Kendall, Liver- 
THOMPSON, Rev WILLIAM, Wotton under Edge, Gloucester. Dec 3i, Turner & 
Chanter, Wotton under Edge 
eer THomas, Croydon, Surrey, Builder. Jan 31. Hogan & Hughes, Croy- 
WILLIAMS, GWENLLIAN, Taibach, Glamorgan. Jan16. Tennant & Jones, Aber- 


avon 
WOLLEY, ADAM, Matlock, Derby, Gent. Jan 12, Small, Burton on Trent 








Fez, Two Gurnzas, for a sanitary inspection and report on a London d' 
honse. Country surv “4 by cmembeman’ The Sanitary Engineering and nye 
lation Company, 115, Victoria-street, nF ne gy ba my ae [Apvr. 
oot UpMISE On NORMAW & BTACEY’s SYETER ; No Deposit; 2, or 8 years credit; 
olesale firms. Offices, 79, Queen V E.0. Br Mr iy ~ Ramat 
Mall Wee S Liverpool-st., E.C. Goods deliver 


free.—[ADvT, 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Fripay, Deo, 17. 

RECEIVING ORDERS. ‘ 

upon Hull, Auctioneers. 


ArTcHIsON, JosErH, and Tom . 
Hull. Pet 13. 13 
AxpaEWs: Tio, Leloceter Forest East, » Farmer, Lelooster. Pet 


3. Ord 1 
Askri, Jou FREDERICK Pass, Shelled, Grocer. Sheffield. Pet Deo 15, Ord 


Henry, High st, Holborn, Builder. High Court. Pet Dec 14. Ord 
Ransipanaan, Saase, Ceittiin, Gineets Carlisle. Pet Dec 13, Ord Dec 18 


BisHop, Humsy, Herleyford 14, Kensington, Bulger, Wandsworth. Pet Dec 
bein, See, Scarborough, Chensiet, Scarborough. Pet Dec 15. Ord Dec 15 


Baseuas, Twostad, Willoughby, nr Selby, Yorks, Farmer. York. Pet Dec 14, 
Baonge, Fuouas, Chesterfield, Derhy, Grocer, Chesterfield. Pet Dec ti. Ord 
Canras, Hawn, Bridgend, Glamougan, Greengrocer. Cardiff. Pet Dec 13, Ord 
Coorzr, Witr1aM, Rainow, nr. Macclesfield, Farmer. Macclesfield. Pet Dec 2. 


scene tis, Cnndantintt, Cbdeniitilk General Dealer. Gloucester. Pet Dec 


13. Ord Dec 14 
' Bost Owner. Gt Yarmouth. 
Donsavr, WHLUx, Kecsingient, Safiolk, Fubing 


Bowanbs, WitaX Taney, Fordinghetlige, Hampihite, Trowengte. Salisbury. 

30. Ord Dec 14 

Evass, Davi ComxwAtias, Brynmawr, Brecon, Grocer. Tredegar. Pet Dec 16. 

Fawr, Wiese a, Kingston upon Suill, Joiner. Kingston upon Hull. Pet Dec 

ipa apr Gt Yarmouth, Grocer. Gt Yarmouth, Pet Dec t4, Ord 

|ALEB, Cannock, Staffordshire, Beer Retailer. Walsall. Pet Dec 13. Ord 

Hannstoxe, Wrt1am, Lee, Kent, Butcher. Greenwich. Pet Dec 14. Ord 

1 : 

Harxer, Epwarp, Burnley, Hosier. Burnley. Pet Dec 14. Ord Dec 14 

Hinde, ARTHUR ALLINSON, and_JosEPH NEILSEY Manchester, 
Herchante. shor Bet Deo li, Ord Deo it ? : 

Hlouag, ST assem, Nottingham, Draper. Nottingham. Pet Dec 14. Ord 

Furey, Ponct Be ROBERTS, Wormwood chbrs, Wormwood st, Carpet Dealer. High 
Gourt. Pet Novi. Ord Dect4 

dames tag Great Bowden, Leicestershire, Builder. Leicester. Pet Dec 

Jomm, Rosana, and Jon Wuit1ams Jones, Liverpool, Timber Merchants. 

verp Dec 14. Ord Dect4 

Jones, WILLIAM, Marcle, Herefordshire, Farmer. Worcester. Pet Dev 

Eaton pl, Eaton sq, Esq. High Court. Pet Dec7, 

ft, Moat Bhonshouse, Devon, Boot Factor. East Stonehouse. Pet 


Warwick, Baker. Warwick. Pet Dec13. Ord Deo 13 
Ss lasexam, thachnunm, Uemenee, Wena Yeovil. 


cm, Gaopen. 3s Moxley, Staffordshire, aticacs. Wolverhampton. Pet Dec 
PEACcOcK, THOMAS Wenn, Birmingham, Tailor. Birmingham. Pet Dec 13, Ord 
Paxxyaone, Writs Hewat, Golden lane, Printer. High Court, Pet Dec 18. 
Powmts. Cusqs, ond Sahen am, Pawns, Binstend, Memguhive, Farman. Win- 
RaMAGE, JOSEPH, Broughton, nr Manchester, Plumber. Salford. Pet Deo 10, 
Ra’ a ga ge , Spangio Lignine Goods Manufacturer. 
Court. Dec 14 
Roperts, HENRY JosEPH, Risca, ‘Grows. Newport, Mon. Pet Dec 11. 
pone Behus hebey, ne Bolshal, taf,Slio. Stafford. Pet Dec 
Swirn, THomas, Radcliffe, Lancs, Licensed Victualler. Bolton. Pot Dec 14. 
SPAcKMAN, GuoRGE, Swindon, Solicitor. Bristol. Pet Dec 4. Ord Dec t4 
Tran, Wi1114M, Leeds, Butcher. Leeds. Pet Dec 15. Ord Deo 15 
Watson, GzonGE, Sheffield, Grocer. Sheffield. Pet Deo t4. Ord Dec 14 
Wess, Jonny, Southsea, Bootmaker, Portsmouth. Pet Dec il. Ord Deo it 
Wurrs, Davin, Westrop, nr Basingstoke, Auctioneer. Winchester, Pet Dec 18. 
wear Deena iis ae die Poole. Pet Deo 9. 
we ea Oldbury. Pet Nov 


Wraxx, Sip Wrrzzax, Rotherham, Yorks, Coachbuilder, Sheffield. Pet 


Dec 14. "Ord Deo i4 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
arnrlane, Leet vee gn octane an Dec 24 at 12.90. 28, Friar 


5 ee eee Carlisle, Brick Manufacturer. Dec 29 at 
ma oe ‘ishet 9, Callle ap 2.90. OM Rec, 94, Pshor sh 
Sunn Rian, Wl ‘nr Selby, Yorks, Farmer. Dec 90 at 12, Of 
Bnookes, Hiway, Beckenham, Kent, Carman, Dec 8 at 3. 100, Vietoria st, 

Gloucester, General Dealer, Dec 2% at 3. Of 


Wergnineter 
sor Piha % af 
Tene Pane Deo s0.at 11, Seuanas 
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Huvxpz, Artnvr ALtinsoy. and JoserH NEtsEY PockLiveTo anchester, 
General Merchants. Dec 29 at 11,90, Off Rec, Ogden’s - Ey Bridge st, 


anchester 
Jones, ROBERT, and Jonn WiL11aM JONES, sayepen, Timber Merchants. Dec 
S0at2. Off Rec, 35. Victoria st, og Nps 
JONES, SYxtRAAM, BE Much Marcle, Hereford, Farmer. Dec 31 at 11, Off Rec, Wor- 


cester 
Locke, Henry, Bournemouth, Traveller. Dec 31 at 12.30. Off Rec, Salisbury 


way aga Warwick, Baker. Dec 24 at 11.15. Off Rec, 17, Hertford 
ae yy ey CHARLES, Crewkerne, Somerset, Watchmaker. Jan 3 at 


Salisb ary 
ces "Tove, of business. Dec 80 at 11. Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


RaMaGE, Josern, Broughton, nr Manchester, Plumber. Jan 4 at 11,30. Off 
Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
ReEcano, oe hag | a Co, Mark Jane, Commission Agents, Jan 5at11. Bank- 
eee st, Lincoln’s inn 
REEVEs, fata, Bhi Shropehire, Tailor. Jan 12 at 11.30, County Court, 


Roberts, Hawny jonm, —" Mon, Grocer. Dec 30 at 12. Off Rec, 12, 
Tredegar pl, Newport, M: ‘ 
Roserts, THO 


Birkenhead, Book Keeper. Dec 29 at 2. Off Rec, 48, 


eure, Tuomas, Ba 3, Radalite, Lancashire, Licensed Victualler. Dec 28 at 11.15. 
Tarige. JOHN, Thisseshen, Wilts, Baker. Dec 29 at1, Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 


TREVOR, JOHN HENRY, and Mary JANE TREVOR, Chippenham, Wil Mat 
Makers. Dec 29 at 12.30, Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, B Bristol ™ 


WEBB, JouN, Southsea, Bootmaker. Jan 3at3. 166, Queen st, Portsea 
WHITE. Dar, Fercn. | nr Basingstoke, Auctioneer, Dec 30 at 3. Old 


hurch st, 
WILEY, JAMEs, crete upon yong ie r. Dec 24 at 11. Off Ree, 17 
peng eee Soctimceth, Lodging howe Keeper. Des 2 at 8. Of 
HITE, JEANNETT, Bournemou ouse Keeper. Dec 31 at 38. 
Rec, Salisbury ’ ” 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


AITcHIsoN, JOSEPH, and Tom AITCHISON, Soden npon Hull, Auctioneers. 
Kingston upon Hull. Pet Dec 13. Ord Dec 

ANIDJ. 5 ey rd, Paddin Frait Sekessbie. High Court. 
oy gton, gh Court. Pet 

BARNFATHER, ISAAC, Carlisle, Grocer. Carlisle. Pet Dec 13, Ord Dec14 


og ies 4 eens, Loughton, Essex, Farmer. Edmonton. Pet Dec 
ee THOMAS, Thorpe Willoughby, nr Selby, Farmer. York. Pet Dec 14. 
Barnes, 7 pry Chesterfield, Derbyshire, Grocer. Chesterfield, Pet Dec 11. 
Buross, RicHarp LLEWELLYN, Cardiff, Builder. Cardiff. Pet Dec 3, Ord 


BusuH, GEORGE, Dalton in Furness, Contractor. Ulverston and Barrow in Fur- 
ness. Pet Oct 14. Ord Nov 5 
CarTErR, HENRY, Bridgend, Glamorganshire, Greengrocer. Cardiff. Pet Dec 13. 


JOSEPH, Speldhurst, Kent, Plumber. Tunbridge Wells. Pet Dec4, Ord 
CoLMaN, JOHN, Udimore, Sussex, Farmer. Hastings. Pet Nov 24. Ord Dec 15 
Coorzr, WILLIAM, Cindertord, Gloucestershire, General Dealer. Gloucester. 


Pet Dec 13 
DvuRRANT, Wisus Kessingland, Saffolk, Fishing Boat Owner. Great Yar- 


. Pet Dec 15. Ord Dec 
tudes “got ya Kingston upon Hull, Joiner. Kingston upon Hull, Pet Dec 
ee pee, Great Yarmouth, Grocer. Great Yarmouth. Pet Dec 14. 
Param, Cannock, Staffordshire, Beer Retailer. Walsall. Pet Dec13. Ord 
HINvDE Aberarce ALLINson, and JosEpH NELSEY POSEEEROTOR, Manchester, 
M . Manchester. Pet Dec 11. Ord Dec 

Horus ne. eric Parkgate, nr Rotherham, Yorks, Butcher. Sheffield. 
Kixe, oie Be Raed nat “suffolk, Sailmaker. Great Yarmouth. Pet Dec 3. 


Saungey, Gammes Lazar, , Chellington, Beds, Farmer. Bedford, Pet Nov&. 

Laan, Ali ALEXANDER, Eaton pl, Eaton sq, Esq. High Court, Pet Dec7. 

Ma axe, ugar , Gorleston, Suffolk, Butcher. Gt Yarmouth. Pet Nov 
Ord Dec 15 


s 1 
NEWLOVE, JOHN WILSON, Leeds, Coal Leader. Leeds. Pet Dec13. Ord Dec 18 
Nutman, GEorGE Tuomas, Gt Yarmouth, Twine Spinner. Gt Yarmouth. Pet 
Dec 4. Ord Dec 15 

Owen, Davin, Morriston, Glam, Grocer. Swansea. Pet Dec 8. Ord Dec 18 
Pack, James, Brixton hill, Builder. High Court. Pet Oct 28. Ord Dec 13 
Pare, GzorGE, Leeds, out of business, Leeds. Pet Deci0, Ord Dec 15 
PRAOICK. aneas Wess, Birmingham, Tailor. Birmingham. Pet Dec13. Ord 

JOSEPH, Broughton, nr Manchester, Plumber, Salford. Pet Dee 10. 
Beene, Sat JOSEPH, Risca, Mon, Grocer. Newport, Mon. Pet Dec 11. 
me Ey EDWARD, Freemantle, Hants, Mineral Water Maker. South- 

Pet Dec8. Ord Dec 14 

Summon, Sous, {74 epiites, I Ww. Hotel Proprietor. Newport and Ryde. 


WARD, Hasti: of Mineral W Fact Bs 
Ade = Hos ings, Manager ater ory. astings. 


Pypase Rebiise, Lancs, Licensed Victualler. Bolton. Pet Dec 14. 


so n? Hyde, Cheshire, Hat Maker. Ashton under 
bridge. Pet Dec?. Ord Dec 14 
Tea Broker. High Court. Pet Nov 17. Ord 


«9p: ouerpedheepaned Leeds, Pet Decis5. Ord Dec i5 
‘TRarnok, JosurPn, Birmingham, Draper. Birmingham. Y’etSept23. Ord Dec t4 
‘Wass, Joux, Southses, Bootmaker, Portsmouth, Pet Dec ii. Ord Deo 11 





London Gasette.—TuEspaY, Dec. 21. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

ADAMS, JoHN, Bridgend, Glamorgan, Draper. Oardiff. Pet Dec17. Ord Dec 17 
Barnes, JonN, Nottingham, Joiner. Nottingham. Pet Deci8. Ord Dec 18 
Bast, forma, Aughton, nr Ormskirk, Architect. Liverpool. Pet Nov 27. 
Ranage, Suan, 7 Pystonvite, Newport, Mon, Tea Dealer. Newport, Mon. 
= ‘Dania, Gt Gt Totham, Essex, Dealer. Chelmsford. Pet Deci7. Ord 
Baooges, & | Hollydale rd, Peckham, Grocer. High Court. Pet Dec 16, Ord 
Bure Epwann, PB Grinstead, Bvilder’s Foreman. Tonbridge We"'s. Pet 
Bucercens, eens, t Sheffield, Mineral Water Manufacturer. Sheffield. Pe Dec 
Bnowy | quem, Ryhall, Rutlandshire, Farmer. Peterborough. Pet Dec 16. 
BUTE aaa, Long Melford, Suffolk, Matster. Colchester. Pet Dec 16, 
pe: rare ALEXANDER, Manchester. Manchester. Pet Sept 14. Ord 
Canepa Pang = beg be eg pM Henry, F* neston upon Hull, Boot Dealer. Kingston upon 
Cuapyees, Channa eas & Sale, Cheshire, Clerk. Manchester. Pet Dec 1, 
OLAYTON, Mary ANN, Leeds, Confectioner. Leeds. Pet Dec 16, Ord Dec 16 
Crosnim, CHaRtEs, Sheffield, Draper. Sheffield. Pet Nov 24. Ord Dec 16 
Davies, WILLIAM, Morriston, nr Swansea, Grocer. Swansea. Pet Dec 17. Ord 
Drox1xs0%, Sctsa, North Shields, Fruiterer. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Dec 16. 
Docwra, Danret, Gt Yarmouth, Fish Dealer. Gt Yarmouth. Pet Deci7. Ord 
Duenateieomn ALFRED, Crutched Friars, Wine Merchant. High Court. Pet 
‘Sean Sean Tees Selby, Yorks, Tinner. York. Pet Dec7. Ord Dec 17 
EpwWarpbs, Joun, Clifton, Bristol, Upholsterer. Bristol. Pet Dec 16. Ord 
hehe ‘Jom, Rhyl, Flint, Timber Merchant. Bangor. Pet Dec 1, Ord 


fast » Postion Devon, Clerk in Holy Orders, 


East mehouse. Pet Deo 
GrovcottT, W. \ Cheshire, Cabinet Maker. Nantwich and 
Crewe. Pet Dec 16. oD 6 


d Dee 1 
HLAMEROUGH, eee Spams, Ventnor, I.W., Gent. Newport and Ryde. Pet 
ec 15. 
HARPER, ee JOHN, Brecknock rd, Tailor. High Court. Pet Decié. Ord 


Dec 
Hakt, Joux, Gorleston, Suffolk, Fishing Boat Owner. Gt Yarmouth. Pet 
Dec 16. Ord Dec 





1 
mens JOSHUA. qaeemom, Derbyshire, Butcher. Burton on Trent. Pet 


1 

JEFFREY, Tuomas, Moreton in Marsh, Gloucestershire, Steam Plough Pro- 
prietor. Banbury. Pet Dec 17. Ord Dec 17 

JENEINS, JOHN HENRY, Swansea, Grocer. | ene Pet Dec 15. Ord Dec 15 


KEErcH, JAMES WrEe South Petherton, Somerset, Carpenter. Yeovil. 


Pet Dec 16. Ord Dec 1 
KinG, GEORGE WILLIAM Keen’ s yd, St Pavl’s rd, Canonbury, Cab Proprietor. 
Hi igh Court. Pet Dec 18. Ord Dec i8 


Krronive, mae, Salop, Chemist. Madeley, Shropshire. Pet Dec 14, Ord 


Dec 1 
Log, GEORGE JAMES, Margate, Architect. Canterbury. Pet Dec 3, Ord Dec 17 


Mango. JousemAy, Jostpeyene, Glamorganshire, Butcher. Cardiff. Pet 

15. 

Matzy, JAMES ROBERT, Norwood rd, Builder. High Court. Pet Dec15, Ord 
Dec 1 


MarksH z yes, a Yiestente onfiSea, Lodging house Keeper. Oanterbury. Pet 
c r ec 

Manny, Wu114M, Exhall, Warwickshire, Farmer. Coventry. Pet Dec1é6. Ord 
eC 


7 
amy 2 Cpanims, ¥ Harringworth, Northampton, Farmer. Leicester. Pet 
Mucmass, Revs Wasson, Cross Deep, Twickenham. High Court. Pet Nov 


Dec 17 
Moon, Ars AUGUSTINE FRANZ ROLAND, Nottingham, Printer. Nottingham. Pet 


Ord Dec 18 


Moore, ye i. G,, late Tooat st, Esq. High Court. Pet June 9. Ord Dec 17 


NICHOLS, RICHARD, Surlingham, Norfolk, Market Gardener. Norwich. Pet Dec 
Oum, Guinea, 0 Noble st, Manufacturer. High Court. Pet Dec 18. Ord Deci8 
OUTTEN, vy | Aizu, £ Carlton rd, Mile End, out of business. High Court. Pet 
Prxz, THomas, Luton, din. Luton, Pet Dec17. Ord Dec 17 


Rates, Gane Kossuth Mazztn1, Andover, Auctioneer. Salisbury, Pet 
17 


. Ord Dec 17 
SWAFFER, JOHN, Edenbridge, Kent, Grocer. Tonbridge Wells. Pet Nov 29. Ord 
THOMAS, JOSIAH, and JoHN JOHN, Carmarthenshire, Timber Mer- 
cants. Carmarthen. Pet Dec Dec 16 


TRoMEeOR, Schoolmistress. Oanterbury. Pet Dec 
ARREN, JOHN PEARSON, Stuchbury, Northamptonshire, Farmer. Banbury. 
Waniret Deo 16. Ord Des 16 "ae — 
‘Wasa, yee AaKEW, Serena, Cheshire, Traveller. Birkenhead. Pet Dec 16. 
Wi, TRReAs, Poenbon, Lancs, Watch Manufacturer. Prestou, Pet Dec 
WILLLAMS, Conrxomamt Ocitvi8, Leeds, Schoolmaster, Leeds. Pet Dec 16. Ord 
W. Davin Glamorganshire, Manager. Neath. Pet 
mae Sed ei regain 
Wasa, Jom Ex1as, Liverpool, Slate Merchant. Liverpool, Pet Deo 15, 
WILEY, Watrmer, Leeds, Irommonger. Leeds. Pet Dec 16. Ord Dec 16 
Wirmgurper, Wri" Eastbourne, Farmer. Lewes and Eastbourne. 


Dec 17. 7 
Was, Souent, fovant, Bediiugton, Yorks, Farmer. Scarborough. Pet Deo 16. Ord 
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Pet 
Pet 
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Pet 
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c 16. 


Ord 
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CossEY, JaMEs, Ormesby St 


Dec. 25, 1886. 


-— 


Woon, Bans asge, Sowerhy Buldgn, Yetin, Cotton Spinner. Halifax. Pet Dec 


Ord Deo 1 
lancer, Cuanene. No ts, Derbyshire, Potted Meat Purveyor. 


rton Woodsea’ 
Sheffield. Pet Deci7, Ord Dec 17 


The following Amended Notice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette, Dec. 14. 


LockE, Henry, Bournemouth, Traveller. Poole. Pet Dec 11. 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


BALMER, Peter, Anghton, nr Ormskirk, Architect. Jan 4 at 2. Off Reo, 35 
Victoria st, Liv: 


Beaupre, FREDERICK EDWARD, Lound, Suffolk, Farmer. Dec 29at11. Blake, 
South Quay, Gt Yarmouth, Norf rfolk 
¥ ALEXANDER, Loughton, Essex, Farmer. Dec 80 at 345. Oock 


Henry 
Hotel, E Essex 
a Dre heccacheld, Derby, Grocer. Dec 29 at 8. Angel Hotel, 


Bnows, Cacaee, Ryhall, Rutlandshire, Farmer. Jan 11 ati. Stamford Hotel, 
) 
Buress, RicHaARD yx, Canton, Cardiff, Builder. Dec 30 at11, Off Rec, 
0 mab, Hawn, Beldg og OE, Dec 80 at 1. Off Ree, 3, 
AR’ A 0 ° 
Croekher’ Ly eT 


ASTREY, WIL ,. Wollaston, nr Stourbridge, Glass Cutter. Jan 10 at 10.15. 
Talbot Hotel, "Stourbridge 
CHADWICK, CHARLES Epw, WARD, Sale, Cheshire, Clerk. Jan 4 at 2.30. Off Rec, 
A age * s chbrs, ay HY, st, ‘Manchester 
Drapers. Dec 90 at 11.30. 


AN, GEORGE, and 

County giles aerket, pl, pl Stockpo ‘ ies Bs 

argaret, N orto: on ishing Bos Owner. a 
10.16. L — wager Quay, Great Yarmouth 
w, nr Macclesfield, Farmer. Dec 29 at11. Off Ree, 23° 
, Macclosiiel d 
, nr Swansea, Grocer. Deo29at8. Off Rec, 6, Rut- 

Dicktnson, THomis, Ni 


x je coals, Fruiterer. Dec 30 at 2.30. Off Reo, Pink 
ie, ewcastie on 
DvuRRaNt, W Kesaingland, Suffolk, Fishing Boat Owner. Dec 26 at 11.30. 


Suffolk Hotel.’ Low 
EvEN, JOHN THOMAS, Selby, Yorks, Timmer. Dec 90 at3. Off Rec, York 


Bowany, Je JOnN, Clifton, Bristol, Upholsterer. Jan 7 at 12, Off Rec, Bank chbrs’ 
Evaxe, D Dari Gonrwarzan, Brynmawr, Brecon, Grocer. Deo 381 at3, Off Reo, 


Fotntatn, Josepx, and Isaao Fouwratn, Leeds, Lithographic Printers. Jan $ 
ete 11. Off Rec, wae row, 
KLIN, CHARLES, upon Humber, Tailor. Jan 7 at 2, Incorporated 
as tau Rocksty, Lincoln's on bldgs, Bowlalley lane, Hull 
GODFREY, FREDERICK CHARLES, Hampstead Norris, Berks, Grocer. Jan 8 at 3. 
109, Victoria st, Westminster 
Gotp, Henry, Windsor, Coachbuilder, Jan 4 at 3. 109, Victoria st, Westmin- 








Ord Dee 11 


GoucHER, JOHN WHEELOCK, East See Devon, Clerk in Holy Orders. 
Dec 31 at 12, King’s Arms Hotel, 
Gnowsors, i — ‘antwich, Cheshire, Dis Maker. Dec29at1i. Royal 


Cr ‘ewe 
Gunn, Has . Gt Yarmouth,'Grocer. Dec 29 at 10. L Blake, South Quay, 


Gt Yarmo 
Ye Cannock, Stafford, Beer Retailer. Dec 30 at 11.15. Off Rec, 
Harger, Epwarp, Burnley, on Hosier. Dec 30 at 8.80. Exchange 
Hotel, icholas st, Burn 
Hart, JOHN, leston, Suifolle T Fishing Boat Owner. Dec %at10.30. L, Blake, 
outh Quay Great Yarmouth 
HINoKs, Ks, Josuva, Measham, Derbyshire, Butcher. Dec 29 at 11.15. White Hart 
m on Tre 
TR... WILLIAM, Nottingham, Draper. Dec 30 at 12. Off Rec, Nottingham 
HvUXTABLE, ARTHUR, ppttbecabe, Wine Merchant. Deco 29 at 3, s Arms 
I os al a] R, Thornley, ar L rid, mrt D 
LLINGWORTH, orn on , Lancashite; Farmer. Dec 
29 at 3. ‘OM Heo. 1s Chapel = og tama , 
JAGGAR, OSEPH, m upon Hull Butcher’ s Manager. Jan7ati, Off Rec, 
Lincoln’s inn bl . Bowlalley lane, Hull 
—_ = Henry, Swansea, Grocer. Dec 29 at 11. Off Ree, 6, Rutiand st, 
JaxsINas, J 8, Jantes, Great Bowden, Leicestershire, Builder. Dec 31 at 12.30. 28, 
lave. 
JONES, , Ganvrrta, Pontycymmer, nr Bridgend, Builder. Dec 30 at 11,80. Off Rec, 
Crockherbtown, 
Kine, THORS, and WitL1am Kina, West Bartiepoci, Cabinet Makers. Dec 28 
Lockg, HE Saapweur’ Sane Bonioas Devon, Boot Factor. Dec 29 at 1. 
NRY BACK ast mi a 
a 5 ya. ouse, Devon, 
ARSH, aes, 


Ww Lod, 
~ peace on tek ging house Keeper. Dec 29 at 1230. 53, 
Martin, W. Exhall, nr Coventry, Farmer. Dec 81 at 12. Off Reo, 17, 


ILLIAM. 
Hertford ad entry’ 


ERICK, Lowestoft, Suff Fish Merchant. Dec 2 
10.80. Suffolk Hotel, Lowestoft re! ” 


NIcHOoIs, RIOBARD, Saripeham Norfolk, Market Gardener. Deo 29 at 8.90. 
Rec, 8, King st, 
PowkLL, Guongn and hans Powett, Hoggate, Isington, Farmers. Deo 29 at 
1,30. Swan Hotel, Alton, Hants 


Paoseze, Y bergavenny, Mon, Innkeeper. Dec $1 at 19. Off Rec, 
sexo Uaoken, Swindon, Solicitor, Jan? at 12.80. Off Rec, Bank chbrs, 
Swanson, Davi, Putney, Builder, Jai 4at12. 109, Victoria st, Westminster 

THIseLTon, Epwarp Joun Inwood, Hereford, Umbrella Maker. Jan 7 at 10, 


2, Offa st, Hereford 


THOMAS. ar As, Lostvevmmee nr Bridgend, Carpenter. Dec 30at 12, Off Rec, 
er WD, 


WaAtxen, Br BENJAMIN FAVELL, Spensley st, Barnsley, Joiner. Dec 80 at 11.80, Off 
» 3, me Barnsle ey 
. Calverton, Nottinghamshire, Farmer. Deo 9 atid. Of 


WEIGHTMAN, J 
o, Not 
WUukELER, THoMAs, Preston, Lancashire, Watch 2 
Off Kec, ia, mOhapel at, Preston Manufactarer, Dec 31 at 3. 


Wis, ws, Davip, plat, Glen otgenchire, , Colliery Managef; Déc 99 at 12. 
My il, Carnarvonshire, Tailor, DeoStat?#:; Of Réd, 
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waar Slate Merchant. Jan 4 at 8. what 
won Bridge, Yorks, Cotton Spinner. Dec do at ii. Of 
wee are usic Seller. Dec 90 atii, Off Rec, Nottingham 


ati tinal tds soiade Sea gry Pet Dec 14, Ord Deo 16 
sales, Deegan resen Lash Sein Gt Yarmouth. Pet 
Danzex, Gt Totham, Essex, Dealer. Chelmsford. Pet Deoi?. Ord 


17 
BrosToski, Morris, Sheffield, Mineral Water Manufacturer. Sheffield. Pet 
Deo 18, Ord Dec 18 


Baows, Gxdeds, Ryhel, Rutlandahidy, Puta Peterborough. Pet Dec 16. 

BRUNSDEN  HOWT, and Waster Jadoxt Obs, Brénttord, Buflderk. Brentior. 
Pet Oct 9. 0 Ord Dee 6 

ALBERT FRANCIS, Norwich, Tailét. Norwich. Pet Dect. OF Deo 16 

CHADWICK. CHARLES EDWARD, Sale, Oheshire, Olerk, Manchéste. Pet Dec 1. 
Ord Dec 18 

Chiatinoms, Joun, Jiuckinetictgh, Deven; SRN Ages: East Stonehouse. 

CraYton, Many Aww, Leeds, Confectioner, Leeds. Pet Deo 16, Ord Deo 16 

OoRDINGLEY, 


‘Sra Beate Ntvrmese f, Tadcaster, Yorks, Ironmonger. York. Pet 
Coad 33 t t Margatet, Norfolk, Fishing Bost Owner. Gt Yar- 
perp borden 

Davins, WILLIAM, Morriston, nr Swansea, Grocer. Swansea. Pet Dec i7. Ord 

DronTaM, Horatio AtBErt, Leeds, Jeweller. Leeds. Pet Dec8. Ord Dec 16 

Eprn, Jomn Tuomas, Selby, Yorks, Tinner. York. Pot Deo17. Ord Dec i7 

Buvin, James, Kensworth, Hertford, Farmer. Luton. Pet Nov 90. Ord Deo 1? 


Witt, Beresford ‘Walworth, Timber Mefchant. High 
Svan, ORR Pet Noy 18. orp & 


Ev. Davip Conxwattan, Brynmawr, Brecon, Grover. Tredegar. Pet Dec 
FULLER, BENJAMIN BaROHAM, , Saxthorpe, Norfolk, Farmer. Norwich. Pet Nov 
Vege. A eome 8, Fs Fipmowt, eck in Holy Orders. East Stonchouse. Pet 
Grasgrone. I Davin, Newoastle on Tyne, Pawnbroker. Neweastlé on Tyne. Pet 
Goopricz, Epwin Sheffield, Hatter. Sheffield, Pet Nov 17, Ord 
Harxsr, ‘ARD, Burnley, Hosier. Burnley. Pet Dec14. Ord Deo 16 

Hunt, Joux, Gorleston, Suffolk, Fishing Boat Owner. Great Yarmouth. Pet 
Kore mat, Windermere, Westmoreland, Coachbailde. Kendal, Pet 
si, 2 eit, Marzlebone ri, Business Thanatet Agent, High Court. Pet 


JaGGAR, Be ieee k ng nae J Hull, Butcher’s Manager. Kingston upon 


SoasagE, Fane, Manages Se Sate, Sn, Se ae Banbury. 
Juxxnvs, JOHN HENRY, Swansea, Grocer. Swanses. "Pet Dec 15, Ord Dec 16 
Proviaas, ahd Writ1ane Kino, West Bikrttapodt, Cubtoct Mutant: Sunder- 
Kive, Tuomas, Tisbury, Wilts, Late Farmer. Salisbury. Pet Dec 7. Ord Dec 16 : 
Tenoceram, SARUET, Bpaxton, Somieatl, BAEyE, Bridgwater. Pee Dec 3, Ord 


Lat, Mba, Wa, Pe Palace alace af, syctpehee gate, Iron Building Con- 


MaDDocr, JoxarHax, P mentored Glamorganshire, Butcher. Cardiff. Pet 
Matay, James hobEer, Norwood rd, Builder, High Oourt. Pet Dec 15, Ord 
SecmnoEs, Kron xp, Gustingham, Mostelk, Market Gardener. Norwich. Pet Dec 
es) 1 Peerage renee ersye Tonbridge Wells. Pet.Nov 23. 
Paoesen, Many Avy, , Abergavenny, Mon, Innkeeper. Tredegar. Pet Dec 10, 


a ee Ae lee ee 
RsomsEneoy, THOMAS, not now reekdes tn Magienn, Solicitor. High Court. Pet 
Gzonom FEEDERICE, High st, Peckham, Draper. High Court. Pet Nov 
JOHN, rin Fa Victualler. Ulverston and Barrow 
Arxix, &t George's st § High Court. Pet Noy 18, Ord 
Tasker, Jawes, Liverpool, Gent. LiverpOtl, Pet Oct 1. Ord Dec if 
Tarron, Jom, Chippenham, Wilts, Baket, Hristol. Pet Nov 90. Ord Deo 17 
, © H, Lewisham rd, Kent, Gidsd Déaler. Greenwich. Pet Nov 5, 
rump Hawarden, Manutactuting Chemist. Chester. Pet Sept 25. 
‘Wiitist, Upper Thatnes st, Licensed Victualler. High Court. Pe 






Wasson Sheffield, Grocer. Sheffield. Pet Deci4. Ord Dec 16 
Ww Woodseats, Derby, Potted Meat Purveyor. Sheffield 
wu ‘Watch Mantitacturé?, Pteston, Pet Dec 17. Ord 
w Harbro’ tet, Barnsley; Joiner. Barnsley. Pet June 7. 


Rowe, Biittieton, Yaris; etwas, daarborbigh. Pet Deo 16. Ord 
act; Howerty Béidke, Yorks; Oo on Mptitiée, Bhuiht. Per Dee 


, ‘ 
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The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 


don Gazette of Dec. 10. 


Lond 1 
Gram, Beummar, West Bromwich, Beerhouse Keeper. Oldbury. Pet Nov 23. 








MARRIAGE. 
NoLaN—SaRGInt. 
for the County of Tipperary, to 
Henry Nargint, Major, South Tipperary Artillery. 


.— Dec. 21, at Dublin, Walter Nolan; Sessional Crown Solicitor 
Frances Marian, second daughter of the late 


GAGE BILLs OF 
REVIEWS . © 
| CORRESPONDENCE | oous 
| NEW ORDERS ..«-. 


aS << 


CONTENTS. 


UURRENT TOPIOS .ccceessee coseess - 185 
SUPREME COUR’ 


URT RULES 137 











SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA | 


Anti- ic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality 
with the excess of fat extracted. 
The Facul — it “ the most nutritious, per- 


fectly beverage 
Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 
commended by the entire Medical Press, 
all or years in all climates, and is four 


‘hout 
keeps 

times the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 

rete ogame &c., and Im REALITY CHEAPER than such 


Made ingtantaneo.sly witn .iling water, a teaspoonful 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 


Cocoatima a La Vanitiz is the most delicate, digestib! 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited, 


{nm tins at 1s. 6d,, 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 
’ Grocers. 


Charities on Special Ter ms by the Sole Proprietor, 
H, Scuwarrzzz & Co., 10, Adam-st., Strand, London, W.0 | 


for Breakfast, Luncheon, or | 





EDE AND SON, 


ROBE + gQgpat - maxens, 


» Spice, or other admixture, it suite | 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
the Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, & &e. 


| 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


| 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


| Law Wigsand Gowns for Registrars, Bows Clerks, 
| and Clerks of the Peace. 


| conronario ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND “CuERay GOWNS 
| ESTABLISHED 1689. 


| 


HE NEW ZEALAND LAND MORT- | 


GAGE COMPANY, Limi 
Capital £2,000,000, fully aid 
Reserve Fund, £5,000. 


£200,000 up. 
The Conapaay 8 loans are limited to first-class free 


mortgages. The Debenture issue is limited t 
the uncalled capital 
Home DIRECTORS 


H, J. Bristow, Esq. be: Wim T. Power, 
° RAHAM, Esq. -B. 
Esq. 


LARKWORTEY, Taos, RUSSELL, Esq. 


| The only Law Insurance Office in the United 


Agnrnun M. Mrronison,| Sir Epwaxp W. S7ar- | 


Esq. FORD, K.C.M.G. 
Chairman of Colonial Bosra 

The Hon. Sir Frepx. WHITAKE OM.G., M.L.C., 

late Premier of New 

are issuing Tossiashie. pee 


_ 94, CHANCERY LANE LONDON. 


AW UNION FIRE and LIFE INSU 
RANCE COMPANY. 
ESTABLISHED IN THE YEAR 1854 





dom 
which transacts both Fire and Life Insurance Busi- 


ness. 
Chia? Office— 
216, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 


| The Funds in hand and Capital Subscribed amount to 


£1,900,000 sterling. 
Chairman—JamEs CUDDON, Esq, of the Middle 
Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 

Deputy-Chairman—CHARLES PEMBERTON, Esq. (Lee 

& Pembertons), Solicitor, 44, Lincoln’s-inn-fiel 

The Directors invite attention to the New Form of 
Life Policy, which is free from all conditions. 

Policies of Insurance gran it the contin- 


gency of Issue at moderate rates of Premium. 
The Company ADVANCES Money on em of 


| Life Interests and Reversions, whether absolute or 


Directors 
interest at 4 per cent. for three ey and | 


bearing 
44 per cent. for five years and upwards. Interest 
yearly by Coupons. 


A. M. MITCHISON, Managin 
buildings, Leadenhall-st., 


4 E.C. 


contingent. 
The Company also purchases Reversions. 
Prospectuses, © opis of the Directors’ ort and 
Annual Balance Sheet, and every information, sent 
lene on application to 


FRANK McoGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 


UNTEARABLE LETTE 
COPYING BOOKS. 


(HOWARD'S PATENT.) 

1000 Leaf Book, 5s. 6d.; 500 Leaf Bo 
3s. 6d. English made. 
THE BEST LETTER COPYING BOOK OUT, 


WODDERSPOON & CO.,, 
1, SERLE STREET, anp 1, PORTUGAL STREE, ’ 
LINCOLN’S INN, W.0O. 


| 











UARDIAN FIRE and LIFE OFFIO 
Head Office—11, Lombard-street, London, aS 
Law Courts Branch—21, bere temge S 
Established 1821. Sepeeies © Capi o Milli 


IRECTORS 
CHATRMAN—BEAUMONT W. LuvuBBocK, Esq. 
DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN—JOHN B. MarTin, Esq. 
Rowland Nevitt Bennett, | John Hunter, Esq. 


sq. George Lake, Esq. 
Henry Bonham - Carter, +. ae 


Rt. Hon. G. J 
sq. Lefevre, M.P. 

Charles F. Devas, Esq. 

Alban » Rh H. ci, Esq. 


S Hope Bag Esq. 
aod f hoon Norman,E 
~~ Powell, 
John J. Hamilton, -4 
Thomson Hankey, 


Suguems Prevost, Esa. 
chard M. Harvey, 


| Srp. 

B i. J. G. Hu Henry Vigne, ond ¥ 
MANAGER ep wiidikiita ina ip J. Marsden, 7 
ACTUARY AND SECRETARY—T.G.C. Browne, =| 
Shove. Crowes at present paid up and in- a 3 
° 000,0 
Total Funds upwards of .....++s++« Gir dbees 8,901,0 0 
Total Annual Inccme over . 768 8.0 
B.—Fire Policies which ex pire ‘at “OB R . 








N. 
Fag | should be renewed at the Head Office, or Wa 
the Agents, on or before the 8th day of J. ANUAR® 








SECRECY. 


SECURITY. 


AT THE 


SAFETY. 


GHANGERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT. 





FIRST 
NIGHT WATCH 
ow PATROL DUTY 


"ie 


Your 
Jewelry and 
Property 
safe from 
Burglar or 
Thief. 





Under your 
own Lock 
and Key. 

















Your Will 
and 
Documents ~ 
safe from | 
Fire or Spy... 


NICHT WATCH 
on PATROL DUTY 





Under your. 
own Lock ™ 


VIEW OF A STRONG ROOM FITTED WITH SAFES. 


The Strong Rooms and Safes have been constructed by MILNER’S COMPANY, LIMITED, of London, Liverpool, and Manchester, whose name is 
household word for Fire and Burglar Proof Construction. 


SAFES from 1 to 5 Guineas. 


STRONG ROOMS from 7 to 80 Guineas per Annum. 


NIGHTLY GUARDED BY MILITARY PATROL. 
WRITING, TELEPHONE, AND WAITING ROOMS FOR LADIES AND GENTLEMEN. 
The Public are invited to inspect this Valuable Stronghold; Oard of Admission post-free on application to the Managers 


6l 


& 62, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 











